Portland State University

PDXScholar

Dissertations and Theses Dissertations and Theses
12-15-1971

A regional approach: city-county consolidation as a
method of local governmental reorganization

Anthony Gene White
Portland State University

Follow this and additional works at: https://pdxscholar.library.pdx.edu/open_access_etds

6‘ Part of the American Politics Commons, Models and Methods Commons, and the Public Affairs,
Public Policy and Public Administration Commons

Let us know how access to this document benefits you.

Recommended Citation

White, Anthony Gene, "A regional approach: city-county consolidation as a method of local governmental
reorganization" (1971). Dissertations and Theses. Paper 1592.

https://doi.org/10.15760/etd.1592

This Thesis is brought to you for free and open access. It has been accepted for inclusion in Dissertations and
Theses by an authorized administrator of PDXScholar. Please contact us if we can make this document more
accessible: pdxscholar@pdx.edu.


https://pdxscholar.library.pdx.edu/
https://pdxscholar.library.pdx.edu/open_access_etds
https://pdxscholar.library.pdx.edu/etds
https://pdxscholar.library.pdx.edu/open_access_etds?utm_source=pdxscholar.library.pdx.edu%2Fopen_access_etds%2F1592&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/387?utm_source=pdxscholar.library.pdx.edu%2Fopen_access_etds%2F1592&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/390?utm_source=pdxscholar.library.pdx.edu%2Fopen_access_etds%2F1592&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/393?utm_source=pdxscholar.library.pdx.edu%2Fopen_access_etds%2F1592&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/393?utm_source=pdxscholar.library.pdx.edu%2Fopen_access_etds%2F1592&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://library.pdx.edu/services/pdxscholar-services/pdxscholar-feedback/?ref=https://pdxscholar.library.pdx.edu/open_access_etds/1592
https://doi.org/10.15760/etd.1592
mailto:pdxscholar@pdx.edu

AN ABSTEACT OF THE THESLS ol Anthony Gene White for the
Master of Science in Political Science presented December 185,

1

\O
-3

1.

Title: A Regional Scope: City-County Consolidation as a

Method of Local Governmenrtal Reorganization.

APPROVED BY MEMBERS OF THE THESIS COMMITTEE:

Dr7 Burton W. Onstine, Chairman

Merie 0. Wricht 7
Dr. Igmdon R. Musozl '/47/

Dr. Leonard D. Cain

!_Iu

City-county consolidated governments are examined to
isolate factors important to the success of the consolidation
process, and are neasured against cbjective and subjective

criteria for the operation of such governments. Dataare ob-

th

tained through survey techniques and statistical analysis o

ndicate that such success-

|

demographic information. Results
oriented consolidation factors inherent in city-county
governments do exist and can be Interreiated in a mathemati-~
cal model. Consolidated governments appear to improve their
ability to handle urban problems, and officials of consolida-~
ted governments are more confident of their abilify to handle
these problems than are officials of cther metropolitan

governments reorganized in different manners.



A REGIONAL APPRCACH: CITY--COUNTY CONSOLIDATION AS

METHOD OF LOCAL GOVERNMENTAL RECRGANIZATION

by
ANTHONY GENE WHITE

A thesis submitted in partial fulfillment of the
requirements for the degree of

MASTER OF SCIENCE
in

POLITICAL SCIENTE

Portland State University
1971

© snthony. Gene White.1971:



TO THE OFFICE OIF GRADUATE STUDIES:
The members of the Committee approve the thesis of

Anthony Gene White presented December 15, 1971.

Dr. Burton W. Onstine, Chairman

.
-~
Merle G. Wright J
Dr. Lyhdon R. Musolf o
o s

Dr. Lecnard D. Cain

APPROVED: _

. y Acting Department Head
v -
Normag/ﬁ. Greene, Head, Departthent of Political Science
- Vs

W \ = - e R 2. - <
Dayid 1. Clark, Dean of Graduate Studies

December 15, 1971



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The author wishes to acknowledge the assistance provi-
ded by Dr. Burton W. Onstine and Mr. M. G. Wright during the
preparation of this project, and of the speclal assistance
provided in typing the final report by Mrs. Betty Abbott.
Most of all, credit should be acknowledged to Mrs. Carole A.
White, who struggled through each and every draft in an ef-

fort to produce a polished piece of research.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS . . « ¢« « o « o « o« o

LIST O TABLES . . « v v v v o v ¢ o o« o &

LIST OF FIGURES . . .« ¢« ¢« v ¢« o o « o &

CHAPTER
I

II

IV

INTRODUCTICON . . . +« « « « .« .« .
DESCRIPTION OF THE PROBLEM
Definitions and Assumptions

The Literatur

0]}

°

The Hypotheses

Experimental Design . .
THE RESULTS

A Qualitative Look

The Quantitative Aspect

SURVEY R

1

SULTS

State, Consolidated, and Control

Group Results

The Failures: A Xey to Under-
standing . . . . . .

TOWARD A MATHEMATICAL THEORY
Theoretical Considerations

A Test of the Theory . . . .

.

.

vii

49
54
54
67



v

CHAPTER ’ PAGE

VI CONCLUSIONS . . .+ + v v v v v v v v 72
BIBLIOGRAPHY . . . . © v v v v ¢ @ o o o o o o 81
APPENDIX

I Glossary of Terms . . + ¢« ¢« ¢« o« o « o & 107
iT Test Instruments . . . . . . « . « . . 112
III Results of State Survey . . . . . . . . 117
Iv Results of Consolidated Group Survey. . 119
V Results of Control Group Survey . . . . 121

VI  Background Mathematics . . . . . . . . 124



TABLE : PAGE

=

City-County Consolidations in the United
States . . « . . . w0 e e e e e e e .31

11 Key Charscteristics of City-County Con-

- solidated Units . . . . « « . « « . . 32

I11 Correlation Matrix - Spearman Rho . . . .....,. 35

v Centrol Group Data . . . + « « + + + « « « . 39
A trengths and Weaknesses of City-County

Consolidation . . . + + « « « & 2 « & 40

VI Statistical Tests of Varisbles . . . . . . 42

VII Survey Results - Staﬁes e e e e e e e e by

VITI Functionally Consolidated City-County

Units .« ¢ v v v v v e e e e e e e Le

IX  3urvey Results - Consclidated and Control . b7

X Consolidations Rejected by Referenda. . . . 50

X3 Survey Results - Rejected Consollidations. 52
XIT Results of Applicaticn of Probability

Measurs -+ v v « v v e e e e e e e e 60

XI1izI Possible Crises Outcomes . . . .« . + « « . 69



FIGURE

-

LIST OF FIGUERES

Research design .

Typical table of consolidated governmen-

tal organization . . . . . .

Scoring chart for comparison of test

instruments

-

Projection of three-dimensicnal curve (A)

into the two-dimensional plane {B)

Projection of the function Rj into the

two-dimensional plane

Standardized graph of levels of regicnal

organization

World line curves for Hampton, Virginia
and Carson City, Nevada

World curve for Portland, Oregon

PAGE

19

37

48



CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Since the time of the first incorporation of a c¢ity in
the United States, a fragmentation and overlapping of juris-
dictions on the part of lccal governments has taken place.
This is due in part to the cultural heritage from Eurcpean
ancestors who came to America seeking looser government con-
trols, and in part to an aversion on the part of Americans to
centralized government-— which slowed the development of a
strong, resourceful state or federal level of government.l

Gradually, a patchwork of governments - state, county,
municipal, and special disftricts - has covered the country.
Many of these municipalities do not have home rule - the power
to create and enforce their own ordinances and reguiations,

4

This lack of home rule has limited the control granted Lo the
nunicipalities over potential areas of expansion. Morescver,
the states have retained all regulatory powers not expressly

given to the federal government under the Constitution, so

that in many instances the states have chosen to act as a

lsee Leonard E. Goodall, The American Metronolis
(Columbus, Chio: Charles E. Merril Co., 1968), pp. 97-112;
Daniel R. Grant, The States and the Urban Crisis (Englewocd
Ciiffs, N. J.: Prentice-Hall, 1969); and Portland Metropoli-
tan Study Commission, Interim Report: 1966 (Portland, Oregon:
Portliand Metropolitan Study Commission, 1966).
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second city council to the municipalities.

However, counterexamples to this trend of duplication,
fragmentation and overlapping of jurisdictions have existed
in America since almost a century prior to its declaration of
independence from England. In 1695, the English governor of
the Massachusetts Bay Colony ordered the town of Nantucket
and the County of Nantucket to consolidate to form a regional
government, under what is now called city-county consolida-
tion. Over the next few centuries, some state legislators,
coming to the view that regional control around an urbanizing
area by that area's local government would be essential,
pushed for legislation creating both complete and partial
city~coﬁnty consolidations.

New Orleans and Orleans Parish (1805), Philadelphia and
Philadelphia County (1854), the five contiguous boroughs of
New York City (1898), Denver and Denver County (1901), and
Honolulu and Honolulu County (1907) are all examples of com-
plete city-county consolidations existing by virtue of state
legislation. Also in this time period, Boston and Suffolk |
County were partially consolidated in 1821,2 as was San Fran-
cisco and San Francisco County in 18543

After 1907, there was a forty-two year lapse in success-

2Massachusetts Legislative Research Council, Report
Relative to Regional Government (Boston: Wright and Potter
Printing Co., 1970), pp. 43-64.

3Ccity and County of San Francisco, The Consolidated
City and County of San Francisco (San Franciscc: City and
County of San I’rancisco, 1966).
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fully completed ccnsolidations. Municipal reformers succeeded
in sponsoring not only the manager and commission forms of
government structure, but home rule for cities as well.q This
newly-won power over their own destinies strengthened citi-
zens' resistance to surrendering this power to a regional
government. Between 1908 and 1950, more than ten consolida-
tion attempts were defeated at the polls.5

In 1949, voters in Philadelphia reaffirmed their faith
in the consolidated approach to regional government by voting
to restore the powers that had been eroded away over 95 years
by the state and the courts to their consolidated government.
In that same year, the first consolidation by referendum took
place in Baton Rouge and Baton Rouge Parish, Louisilana.

Since 1949, ten more consolidations have taken place,
nine of them by referenda. Hampton and Elizabeth City County,
Virginia (1952), Newport News and Warwick County, Virginia
(1958), Nashville and Davidson County, Tennessee (1962), Vir-
ginia Beach and Princess Ann County, Virginia (1963), South
Norfolk and Norfolk County, Virginia (1963), Jacksonville and
Duval County, Florida (1968), Carson City and Ormsby County,
Nevada (1968), Juneau and Greater Juneau Borough, Alaska
(1970), and Columbus and Muscogee County, Georgia (1971) have

all teen concolidated by referenda. In 1970, Indianapolis

ljMassachusetts Legislative Research Council, Regional
Government, pp. 108-114.

2S. J. Makielski, Jr., "City-County Consolidation in
the U. S.," University of Virginia News Letter (Charlottes-
ville; University of Virginia, 1969), p. 3.




and Marion County, Indians were consolidated by the Indiana
State Legislature, to become the only modern legislative~im-
posed consolidation of the last half-century. At the same
time, 1950 through 1971, more than fifteen cities and theilr
continuous counties rejected consolidation as a solution to
their regional problems.6

Considering the full spectrum of alternatives available
to local governments for solving regional problems -~ from
annexation, informal agreements, special and metropclitan
service districts through consolidaticn, merger, and federa-
tion (see Appendix I) - several questions arise that are
worthy of investigation. Of these many forms of regional
government available to urban governments, why do some choose
and some reject - city-county consolidation? Are there any
readily distinguishable factors common to those successful
consolidations that separate them from other urban areas and
governments? Is the consolidated government successful
enough in coping with metropolitan problems to attract the
interest of other metropclitan areas facing the same problems?
Are the government officials involved satisfied with consoli-
dation as a tool for solution of their probtlems?

Tc answer these guestions, a set of definitions and as-
sumptions must first be agreed upon.. A search of the litera-

ture is in order, to formulate hypotheses cn the basis of

ibid., p. 3.



previous research. A test instrument must be designed, and
data gathered and analyzed to verify or disprove the formula-
ted hypotheses. If the data indicates significant differen-
ces among the varlables, then a mathematical model can be
constructed to (1) account for the empirical data and (2)
offer predictive statements as to the probability of a suc-
cessful referendum in a proposed city-county consolidation
measure.

The purpose of this study is thus two-fold. The first
is to determine whether or not cities which consolidate with
their overlapping counties are in some sense different from
cities which have sought alternative forms of reorganization.
The second is to see how well consclidated city-counties have
handled fiscal, social, and planning functions in comparison
with cities which have not consolidated with their contiguous

counties.



CHAPTER II
DESCRIPTION OF THE PROBLEM
I. DEFINITIONS AND ASSUMPTIONS

Several sources provide the definitions and assumptions

behind thils research, but the Bureau of the Census provides

.

the bulk. For this research, "city" is taken to mean "a poli-
tical subdivision of a State within a definsd arez cver which
a municipal corporation has been established to provide gener-

. . s . . 7
al local government for a specific population concentraticn."!

A county is "the primary division of a State, used for state
administrative purposes."8 In Alaska, counties are called
boroughs, and in Louisiana they are called parishes.

An urbanized area is defined to be:

The central city or cities plus:

1. Incorporasted places witn 2500 inhabitants or
more;

2. Incorporated places with less than 25C0 inhabi-
tants, ‘provided each has a closely settled
area cf 100 housing units or more;

2. Towns in New England States, townships in New
Jersey and Pennsylvanie, and counties elsewhere
which are classified as urban:

4, Enumeration districts in unincorporated terri-
tory with a population density of 1000 inhabi-
tants or more per square mile;

5. Other enumeration districts in unincorporated
territory with lower population density provi-

A Statistical Abstract Supplement (Washington, D. C.: U.
Governpent Printing Office, 1907,, p. ¥V.

Ibid., p. xiii.

TBureau of the Census, County and City Data Book 1967 -
S.
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ded that they serve one of the following purpo-

ses:

a. To eliminate enclaves;

b. To close indentations in the urbanized
areas of one mile or less across the open
end; and

¢. To link outlying enumeration districts of
qualifying density that were no more than
one and one-half miles from the main body
of the urbanized area.

A standard metropolitan statistical area (SMSA), which
is a statistical method used to examine the area around a
central city, can be taken to be the contiguous counties
(crossing state lines, if need be) circumscribing an urban
area whose central city or cities has a population of 50,000
or more inhabitants, the labor force of which must consist of
75% or more non-agricultural workers. In addition, a county
is included in the SMSA if there exists an integration of the
work force within the economy of the central urbanized aresa.

Reorganization is the changing of the elements of an in-
terdependent whole, in this case of a single or set of munici-
pal corporations. A two-level approcach can be taken to reor-
ganization: (1) A change in structure (for example, a mayor-
council to a city manager or commission); and (2) a change in
scope from a local to a regional approach, which may or may
not also include a change in structure.

More specifically, this study is concerned with city-

county consclidation as a regional approach to reorganization

91bid., p. xvi.
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of local government. City-county consolidation involves the
dissolution of a city and a county, in terms of their govern-
ing bodies, to form a new municipal corporation whose boundar-
ies encompass the old county's borders. A total city-county
consclidation will (1) have one and only cne governing body

remaining after the consolidation; and (2) will have county-

[

type Jjurisdiction over any municipalities which choose to re-
main out of the new consolidated unit. Functional consolida-
tion involves the consolidation of various departments in the
city and county (such as police, health, water, etc.). Partial
consolidations take place when only part of the county's ter-
ritory is ccnsolidated with the city, cor when several depart-
ments remain under a separate government residual from the
consolidation {such as the Mayor's Office and the County Com-
missioners of the City and County of San Francisco). Appendix
I provides a glossary of reorganization terms which shows the
spectrum of approaches local governments have available to
them with respect to regional problems, and distinguishes
between them.

Once a regional government is established, the test of
time determines whether or not it retains vitality as a muni-
cipal corporation. Municipal vitality is defined to be:

+ + « the administrative and financial capacity of each

local governmental unit to carry out with reasonable

efficiency and at reasonable costs, in a manner consis~

tent with performance standards prescribed by law, the
duties and activities entrusted to it by the state
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constitution, state laws and its own local charter.10

The following assumptions are presented as the basis for
the subject selection for this study and for the determination
of the hypotheses that follow: (1) It is possible to deter-
mine the need (or lack of need) for regional government as a
soiution to area-wilde problems;ll (2) City-county consolida-
tion as a method of approach to regicnal government is of
12

great enough significance to warrant an in-depth study;

(3) The data desired are obtainable, and the instruments de-

10Massachusetts Legislative Research Council, Report
Relative t¢ Voluntary Municipal Merve” Procedures \Bogton.
Wright and Potter Printing Co., 70) p. 5i.

1lThe following criteria have beon established for just
this purpose. These criteria include (1) the government
Jjurisdiction responsible for prov1d¢ng any service should be
large enough for the henefits from that service to be re-
ceived primarily by its own populaticn: the unit of
government should be large enough to re ze economies of
scale; (3) the unlt of vovernment carry ing on & function

~

effective performance, as illustrated by the desirability of
a sewage disposal system's conformance to a natural drainage
basin; (&) the unit of government should have the legal and
administrative ability to perform the services assigned to
it; (5) every unit of government should be responsible for
a sufficient number of functions so that its governing pro-
cesses involve a resolution of conflicting interests and a
balancing of governmental needs and resources; (6) the per-
Fformance of public functions shouid remain subject to public
control. . .; and (7) functions should be assigned to a level
of government that provides opportunities for active citizen
participation, and still permits adequate performance. See
Massachusetts Legislative Research Council, Regional Govern-
ment, p. L2 and ACIR, Metropolitan America: Challenge to
Federallom Csthlngton, D, C.: U. S. Government Printing
Office, 1966), pp. 3C0-32.

i2Of‘ this there can really be nc doubt. Nearly 1 of
every 8 Americans (12.75%) is directly or indirectly influ-
enced by a city-county consolidated government; he is elther
governed by one or is in the urbanized area of such a govern-
ment. See "10 'Super Cities' - Home for 1 of Every 4 Ameri-
cans," U. S. News and World Revort, August 2, 1971, p. 79.




signed to collect such data do in fact collect the data in
question; and (4) Given the same instruments and the same
samples, any independent researcher could obtain the same

data.
JI. THE LITERATURE

The majority of the publications dealing with city-
county consolidation consists of charter commission findings,
pro- and anti~consolidation literature for specific consolida-
tion attempts, and newspaper accounts following the progress
of the consolidation movement.

There is, however, some scholarly literature in exis-
tence. The Committee for Economic Developmentl3 and the Ad-
visory Commission on Intergovernmental Relationslu have both
pubiished results of proceedings cf their organizations deal-
ing with the general problems of metropolitan reorganization.
The Adviscry Commission has 1solated several factors relating
to the success or failure of reorganization efforts in gener-

5 . , .
al.l> Listed as favorable factors are: cooperation on the

13committee for Economic Development, Reshaping Govern-
ment in Metropolitan Areas (New York: Committee Tor Economic
Development, 1970.)

~4Advisory Commissicn on Intergovernmental Relations,
Urban America and the Federal System (Washington, D. C.:
U. S. Zovernment Printing Office, 19€9) and Factors Affect-
ing Voter Keactions to Governmental Reorganization in Metro-
politan Areags (Washington, D. C.: U. S£. Government Printing
Office, _1962).

~2hdvisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations,
Factors Affecting Voter Reactions, pp. 16-23.
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part of state governments; use of local knowledgable indivi-
duals for staff and support; use of extensive public hearings;
and recognition of problems and needs of specific areas and

groups. Listed as unfavcrable factors are: the absence of a

critical situation to be remedied (emphasls added, A. W.);

oprposition by leading pclitical figures; lack of vigor in
pressing the reorganization campaign to its conclusion; and
failure to allay fears of a dramatic tax increase.

The only general survey of consolidated units in the
United States was published in 1941 by John Rush,16 one of
the coauthors of the Denver consolidation bill. Rush chroni-
cles the partial, functional, and complete consolidations
prior to 1941 - which does not include, incidentally, any
consolidations acccmplished by referenda.

Hawkins17 has chronicled the history of the Nashville
case, dwelling in particular upon the taxing and annexation
policies of the city government as the key to consclidation.
Martin's study of Jacksonvi11e18 goes into great detail
about the complexity of the structure of Jacksonvillie's
government (both a city council and a city commission),

the disaccreditation of the school system, and the Grand Jury

16John A. Rush, The City-County Consolidated (lLos
Angeles: By the Author, 1941),

1TBrett Hawkins, Nashville Metro: The Politics of City-
County Consolidation (Nashville: Vanderbilt University, 1966).

10Richard Martin, Consclidation: Jacksonville-Duval
Countv: The Dynamics of Urban Political Reform (Jacksonville:
Convention Press, 19604). -

w
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indictments of public officials which finally led to a suc-
cessful vote for consolidation.

Schmandt, Wendell and Steinbickerl9 examine the failure
of St. Louls to consolidate with its overlapping county, and
conclude that the legal, traditional, and political separation
between city and county, weak enabling legislation, and the
lack of a critical situation were the key factors involved.
MeDill and Ridley20 conclude that Nashville's first failure
was due to voter alienation among lower status citizens,
while Lawrence and Turnbull?l examine the political mopiva~
tions of Mayor Lugar's successful bid to consolidate Indiana-
polis and Marion County. Scott, on the other hand, construc-
ted a continuum of the "radicalness of metropolitan govern-
mental change" which shows that total cecnsolidation is tco
radical, too far beycnd the "threshhold of voter scceptabil-
ity" to be generally accepted by the voters.Z22

State agencies have issued position papers on local and

metropolitan problems and solutions. Colorado,23 North

19N. J. Schmandt, P. G. Steinbicker, and G. D. Wendell,
Metropolitan Reform in St. Louis: A Case Study (New York: Holt,
Rinehart, and Winston, 1961).

20E, L. MeDill and J. C. Ridley, "Status, Anomia,
Political Alienation, and Political Participation." American
Journal of Sociology. September, 1962, pp. 205-213.

2157 M. Lawrence and H. R. Turnbull, "Unigov: City-
County Consolidation in Indianapolis,' Popular Government
(November 1969), pp. 18-26.

22Themas M. Scott, "Metropolitan Governmental Reorgani-
zation Propcsals," The Western Political Quarterly, XXI,
(June 1968), pp. 252-261.

3Division of Local Government, Problems of Local

Government, (Denver: State of Colorado, 1968).
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Dakota,2ls and Massaohusett525 are among those states issuing
such papers. The Massachusetts Legislative Research Council
reviews some of the successful consclidation attempts, and
then proceeds to point out thé obstacles which make reorgani-
zation on a regional level difficult or almost impossible in
Massachusetts (in spite of the Nantucket and Boston-Suffolk
County examples): the provincialism of its citizens; fears
of higher taxation and changes from the status quo; miscon-
ceptions about the nature and scope of regional governments;
and the death-grip that the citizenry maintains on the con-
cept of "home rule".26

Other organizations which have endeavored to examine
city—-county consolidation include the Department of Agricul-
ture,27 the League of Women Voters,28 and various local
metropolitan study commissicns. In its last annual report,
the Portland Metropolitan Study Commission reviews its eight-
year history, accomplishments, and recommends that machinery

be created to permit a vote on city-county consolidation,

2”Legislative Council of North Dakota, State, Federal,
and %ocal Government (Bismark, N. D.: State of North Dakota,
1970).

25Massachusetts Legislative Research Council, Report
Relative Eg Regional Government (Boston: Wright and Potter
Printin% Co., 1970).

291pid., pp. 111-113.

27Economlc Research Service, Department of Agriculture,
Impact of City County Consolidation cn the Rural-Urban Frjnge:
Nashville-Davidson County, lennessee {(Washington, D. C.
U. S. Government Printing Office, 1971).

28League of Women Voters, City-County Consolidation
(Portland, Oregon: League of Women Voters, 1970).

M
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that county and metropolitan service districts be strengthened
and broadened in Scope,29 that the lccal Boundary Commission
be given more power,3o and that a local governmental commis-
sion be established to act as watchdog over local intergovern-
mental relations.3l

A search of the literature, while dwelling in large part
on the aspect of reasons for consolidation failure, does not
explore favorable variables for consolidation referenda suc-
cesses, nor does it attempt to question how well consolidated
cities have handled functions entrusted to them. The task at-

tempted here 1s to f£i11ll these gaps in the literature.
IIT. THE HYPOTHESES

Rased on the preceding definitions and pcssible varia-
bles indicated by the literature, a formulation of rLypotheses
1s now in order. In considering these hypotheses, it must be
remembered that city-county consolidation is an approach to
the scope of urban government, not necessarily an attempt to
alter the structure of such governments (with the exception of

the merger process itself).

29portland Metropolitan Study Commission, Annual Report:
1971 (Portland, Oregon: Portland Metropolitan Study Commis-
sion, 1971), p.

30Ibid., p. 5.

31Tpid., p. 6.
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HYPOTHESIS 1: There are significant differences of

certain variables, to be empirically determined, between city-
county consolidated governments and cther metropolitan govern-
ments which have sought alternative solutions to metropolitan
problems.

If such variables can be shown to exist, then a mathe-
matical theory can be developed to interrelate these varia-
bles to one another.

HYPOTHESIS 2: The vitality (i.e., flexibility, ability

to develop, and responsiveness) of a municipal corporation is
maintained under city-county consolidation.32

As a parallel line of investigation to the objective
measurement of vitality, a subjective measurement of the
opinions of the involved public officials can be of value.
Indeed, if those directly involved in reorganization are not
satisfied with the results of their reorganization efforts,

this should serve as data for future reorganization attempts.

32The test of this hypothesis involves the use of ob-
jective criteria developed by the Massachusetts Legislative
Research Council in Voluntary Municipal Merger Procedures,
p. 52. Such criteria involve measuring (a) the kinds of
government functions which the municipality must perform;
(b) the size, density, distribution, and characteristics of
the population of the community, and its contrast with the
optimum population for the efficient and economical admini-
stration of such functions; (c) the extent to which the area
of the municipal corporation embraces or may be expanded to
include. . .; (d) the responsiveness cof the municipal govern-
ment, organically and politically, to the challenges of ur-
banization and to public demands for more and better services;
and (e) the fiscal capacity of the municipality in terms of
the property and economic activity it may tax locally, its
borrowing power, and the financial support extended by the
state in municipal programs mandated by it.
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HYPOTHESIS 3: In the views of the involved public offi-

=

cials, certaln social control, fiscal, and planning functions
are more easily performed under city-county consolidated
governments than under metropolitan governments which have
sought alternative solutions to metropolitan problems. Con-
sequently, public officials of consolidated governments
possess a more positive perception of their ability to deal
with metropolitan problems than do public officials of metro-
politan governments which have scught alternative solutions

to metropolitan problems.
IV. EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN

As a search of the literature revealed, information con-
cerning the existence of consolidated governments is both
scanty and 1n many cases lnaccurate and out of date. After
determining the approximate spatial distribution of the con-
solidated governments, it was determined that the study
would have to be made on a national basis. Due to the natuye
of the study and the cost/benefit ratio cf the various metﬁods
available {(personal, telephone, and mail interview), the test
instrument settled upon was the mail-back questionnaire.33

The test instruments were designed and screened for

bias.3}4 The primary phase of the study involved sampling all

33p. F. Stephan and P. J. McCarthy, Sampling Opinions
(New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1958) .

343, A. Clausen and R. N. Ford, "Controlling Bias in
Mail Questionnaires," Journal of American Statistical Associ-
ation. #42, (1947), pp. 497-511.
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fifty states as to (1) presence of city~county consolidated
units; (2) availability of legislation permitting consclida-
tion; (3) awareness of any planned city-county consolida-
tions; and (4) official sanction of the technique of city-
county consolidation as a method of approaching metropolitan
prcblems. Questionnaires were malled first to the state-
level department of local governments,32 and as a followup to
those not responding a questionnaire was sent to the Office
of the Governor of the state concerned. In this manner, a
100% response was obtained.

At this point, sets of total, partial, and functional
consclidations between cities and counties were isolated.
The secondary phase of the study involved sending guestion-
naires to these consolidated units. This portion of the study
attempted to determine (1) reasons for consolidating; (2)
legal status of the unit; (3) occurrence of social problems;
(4) occurrence of fiscal changes; (5) effectiveness of the
planning function under consolidation; and (6) perception of
overall effectiveness cof consolidation through recommenda-
ticns to other governments considering it. These question-
naires were sent tc the appropriate chief executive'’s office -
either-the mayor or the city manager. Repeated mallings to
these offices brought sbout a 100% response.

As part of the secondary phase, a control group was

35HUD. State Urban Information and Technical Assistance
Services - The First Six Months (Washington, D. C.: HUD
Clearinghouse Service, 1969).
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selected so as to approximate the national distribution and
median population of the consclidated. (experimental) sample.
Within these limitations, the control group was selected ran-
domly. Nonrespondents were dropped from the sample, and
others were chosen randomly to complete a control group of
the same size as the experimental group. The same questions
were asked.

A final phase was performed to determine what had de-
feated some consolidation measures in some cities. A ques-
tionnailre was mailed to those cities which had failed under
referenda to consolidate since 1950.

Figure 1 diagramatically outlines the research design.
The test instruments are reproduced in Appendix II.

Upon recelpt of the returned questionnaires, the re-
sponses were scored. The questionnaire scores and statistical
data were then subjected to statistical analysis, and the sig-

nificant factors isolated.

1
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Figure 1. Research design.



CHAPTER ITI

THE RESULTS

I. A QUALITATIVE LGOK

In order to approach the data collected in this study,
it is first of value to consider the gqualitative history of
each ceonsolidation. In many cases, the available informaticn
is sketchy, but a feel for the develcpment of consolidations
can be attained through that which is available.

NANTUCKET, MASSACHUSETTS. The seafaring community of

Nantucket, Massachusetts was incorporated as a town while un-
der the jurisdiction of New York in 1687, and was ceded to
Massachusetts Bay in 1632. 1In 1695, the General Court of
Massachusetts recognized the island as a distinct county, but
due to the small population political incumbents were per-
mitted to combine city and county offices. Over fThe yeavs
the town and county governments have been integrated in fterms
of personnel and fiscal function by statute.36

NEW ORLEANS, LOUISIANA. New Orleans was settled by

-
2

Frenchmen while Louisiana was still a French territory.
Shortly after the Louisiana Purchase, the city of New Orleans

was incorporated (in 1805). At the same time, the legislators

36Massachusetts Legislative Research Council, Voluntary
Municipal Merger Procedures, pp. 93-94.
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of the Louisiana Territory created parishes to act as county
~governments, and Orleans Parish was placed under the same
government as the city.37

PHILADELPHIA, PENNSYLVANIA. Philadelphia was the next

city to be consolidated. The Act of Consolidation of 1854
combined 28 of 29 political subdivisions of Philadelphia
County into the City and County of Philadelphia. The history
lists no reasons for the state legislature to create this Act.
The powers and consolidated debartments were erocded away cver
the years by the courts and succeeding state governments. In
1949, a Home Rule Act was adopted by the state which permitted
the voters c¢f Phililadelphia to reaffirm their faith in their
consolidated government.38

NEW YORK CITY, NEW YORK. New York was in the grip of

"machine politics" in the 1890s. The population was a di-
verse, low-income mixture of nationalities, and the counties
contiguous to New York City were incapable of financing facil-
ities needed to perform urban services for the rapidly-grow-
ing neighborhoods. Part of the Bronx had been annexed 1in
1874, and the rest was annexed in 1895. The citizens of New
York City, under the Home Rule Charter of 1894, had voted to

consolidate with Brcooklyn. However, the mayors of New York

37Rush, The City-County Consolidated, pp. 83-88.
George S. Blair. ™Analyzing Governmental Structure
in a Metropolitan Area with Particular Reference to the
Philadelphia Area" in Metropnolitan Analysis (Philadelphia:
University of Pennsylvania Press, 1956).




and Brooklyn could not agree upon a consclidated charter
which would satisfy the partisan groups in those cities. 1In
May of 1897, a charter was agreed upon, but the effective
date of the consolidation was postponed indefinitely. In
1898, the state legislators were pressured by a "machine boss"
and municipal reformers who wanted Republican dominance in the
city into enacting consolidation of New York City, Brooklyn,
Richmond, XKings, and Queens into the city of Greater New

York.39

DENVER, COLORADO. After a failure to consolidate with

Arapahoe County, the city of Denver lobbied through John Rush
at the Colorado State Legislature for creation of a county es-
pecially for future metropolitan expansion. In 1901, passage
of an amendment to the State Constitution, Article XX, was
assured which would carve out parts of Arapahoe and Adams
Counties to form the County of Denver and consolidate it with
the city of Denver. The amendment toock effect in 19062, and
since that time 170 annexations have added over 90 square

4o

miles to Denver's total area.

HONOLULU, HAWAII. Following Hawaii's annexation to the

United States in 1898, no local governments of any kind exis-
ted until 1905. 1In that year, the County of Cahu was esta-
blished to govern the entire island of Oahu. The 1907 Terri-

torial Legislature abolished the County of Oahu and created

39Wallace S. Sayre and H. Kaufman. Governing New York
City (New York: Russell Sage Foundation, 1961).

ORush, The City-County Consolidated, p. 145. Denver
Planning Office, Denver - 1969 {(Denver: City of Denver, 1969).
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the City and County of Honolulu, which encompasses the island.
The Mayor-Board of Supervisors established in 1907 was final-
b1

ly altered to the Mayor-Council form in 1959.

BATON ROUGE, LOUISIANA. In 1945, Baton Rouge had a

population of 35,000 within an area of about 5 square miles.
The last major improvement of public facilities had been

made in the period 1924-1925. Totally unprepared for the
post-war growth that hit many of the South's cities, Baton
Rouge had doubled its population by 1948. The strain was too
much for the system, and 1n order to eliminate outmoded
governmental structures and attain the tax base necessary to
survive, consolidation was proposed. The vote was a slim 51%
for consolidation, a margin of only some 300 votes in 13,717
L2

cast.

HAMPTON, VIRGINIA. Hampton was one of the 34 indepen-

dent cities in Virginia that had chosen in the 1870s to
separate from the counties surrounding them. In 1951, the
city of Newport News had suggested a consolidation of Hampton,
Newport News, and other surrounding jurisdictions which was
rejected. At that point, Newport News was threatening to an-
nex the territory surrounding Hampton under Virginia's annex-

ation without representation law. As a consequence, Elizabeth

ulCity and County of Honolulu, The City and Cocunty of
Honolulu (Honolulu: City and County of Honolulu, 1969).

City and Parish of Baton Rouge, Our City-Parish Gov-
ernment: A Thumbnail Sketch (Baton Rouge: City and Parish of
Baton Rouge, N. D.) and Richard J. Richardson, Orleans Parish
Offices: Notes on City-Farish Consolidation (New Orleans:
Burcau of Government Research, 1661).
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City County, the tcwn c¢f Phoebus, ané the City of Hampton
voted in 1952 to consolidate, in order to aveid the higher
tax rates of Newport Newth3'

NEWPORT NEWS, VIRGINIA. A 1956 referendum sought to

consolidate Newport News, the consolidated City and County of
Hampton, and Warwick {(incorporated in the referendum of 1952,
but for all practical purposes - politically, structurally,
and fiscally - still a county). The referendum resulted in a
7 to 6 margin of defeat for consolidation, led by Hampton
voters. In 1957 Newport News and Warwick voted to consolii-

date, effective in 1958.“4

NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE. Nashville, Tennessee was caught

in the same influx of populaticn foilowing Werld War II as
most other United States cities. Many of these immigrants
settled outside the city limits in Davidson County, thus
overloading the antiquated facilities of the county. A 1951
repcrt of the Tennessee Taxation Asscciation reccommended com-
plete consclidation of the city and the county.45 A Tennessee
statute enacted in 1955 permitted annexation without repre-
sentation (no-consent), and a new city per year was incorpor-
ated in Davidson County in the period 1957-1959. In 1658,

following a fight in the stafte legislature over an enabling

43David G. Temple, The Tidewater Mergers: The Politics
of City-County Consolidations in Virginia (Charlottesville:
U. of Xirginia, 1966).

bTbia., pp. 1h-21.

H5Fennessee Taxation Association, Report on a Detailed
Survey of Financial Conditions of Davidson County, Tennessee
with Recommendations (Nashville: Tennessee Taxation Associa-
tion, 1651).




25
act to allow a consolidation vote, such a vote denied Nash-
ville and Davidson County the right tc consolidate by a 6 to
5 ratio.

In 1960, the mayor of Nashville instituted an annexation
of 42 square miles, containing a population of 80,000 people,
using the recently-passed no-consent annexation law. Under-
standably, some citizens were upset by this actlion, and conse-
quently a new movement was begun to consolidate in order to
oust the mayor and his council. A vote on the issue in 1962
resulted in a 4 to 3 decision to consolidate. Fifty percent
more people voted in the 1962 election as had in the 1958
one .46

VIRGINIA BEACH, VIRGINIA. Using Virginia's annexation-

without-representation law, Norfolk had, in 1959, annexed 13
square miles and 38,000 people. Fearful of being cut of?
from all possible expansion, and of being subjected to the
higher tax rates of larger Norfolk, Virginia Beach voters and
the voters of Princess Ann County moved to cut off Norfolk's
expansion by voting in 1963 to consolidate.u7

CHESAPEAKE, VIRGINIA. Cut off from expansiocn into

Princess Ann County, Norfolk turned to Norfolk County for area

u6James C. Coomer, Nashville-Davidson County: A Study or
Metropolitan Government (Nashville: American Political Science
Associﬁtion, 1969).

TRichard J. Webbon, Letter to Professor Vincent Moran-
do, University of Georgia, dated May 8, 1970, subject: Vir-
ginia Beach's Consolidation and Virginia Metropolitan Areas
Study Commission, Governing the Virginia Metropolitan Areas:
An Assessment (Richmond: Commcnwealth of Virginia, 1967).
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into which it could grow. The citizens of South Norfolk, not
wanting to be cut off from room to grow themselves, convinced
the voters of Norfolk County that tax rates in South Norfolk
would remain considerably lower than in Nerfolk. A 1962 vote
authorized the consolidation of South Norfolk and Norfolk
County, which became effective in January of 1963. The new
city was named Chesapeake.l‘8

JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA. A 1956 study explored the possi-

bilities of city-county consolidation in Florida, with parti-
cular reference to Miami and Jacksonville.u9 A decline in
central-city population. coupled with a corresponding increase
in population in the suburbs brought financial stress to the
¢ity of Jacksonville in the 1960s. Jacksonville had a mayor-
council/city commission form of government, and publicly
identified as problems duplication of services and fragmenta=-
tion and overlapping of jurisdictions with Duval County.
Against this background, Jacksonville's schools were disaccre-
dited in 1965, and several government officials were brought
before a grand jury on charges of corruption in 1966. In
August, 1967 a referendum to consolidate Jacksonville and Du-
val County resulted in a 54,500 to 29,700 vote to consolidate.

The new government legally took over in October, 1968.90

HSCharter Commission for Scuth Norfolk and Norfolk
County, A Historic Past: A Promising Future (South Norfolk:
Charteg Commission, 1962.)

97. E. Dovell, City-County Consolidation: Its Possibil-
itles in Florida (Gainsville: University of Florida, 1956).
5U"Day of Reminder," Jacksonville Journal, Jacksonville,
October 1, 1970.
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CARSON CITY NEVADA. The charter of Carson City, Nevada

was amended in 1951 to combine the offices of Clerk, Auditor,
Assessor, District Attorney, and Sheriff with the correspond-
ing offices of Ormsby County. In the period 196L-1968 a
functional consolidation of most of the other service depart-
ments took place. The city council and the County Commission-
ers of Ormsby County had long been in agreement that total
censolidation was in order for a geographioally small, isola-
ted area, and would make stretching of available funds possi~
ble. A statewide election (due to provisions of the State of
Nevada's Constitution) in 1968 approved the formal consolida-
tion of the two units, and in that year their governments
were legally combined.”1

INDIANAPOLIS, INDIANA. The consolidation of Indianapo-

1is and Marion County, Indiana is considered to be the work

cf one man - Mayor Richard Lugar. He came to power in 1967,
the first Republican tc hold the mayor's office in many
decades. Indianapolis had many of the publicly-identified
ills of other cities - decreasing central city population, ra-
cial tensions, declining purchasing power provided by a rela~
tively static tax base, and inefficiency through duplication
of services and overlapping of jurisdictions with Mariocn

County. Using the power of his office, Mayor Lugar and the

51€ity of Carson City, Historical Data, Legal Reguire-
ments, Reasons and Effects of Consolidation of Carson City and
Ormsby County into a New Entity - Carson City, Nevada (Carson
City: City of Carson City, N. D.).
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strong Marion County Republican Party convinced the State
Legislature (also strongly Republican at the time) that con-
solidation was necessary for the continued operation of his
city. The Legislature, which served as a second city council
for Indlanapolis, agreed with Mayor Lugar and approved a con-
solidation till which was signed in March of 1969. The law
had an emergency clause which made the consolidation effective
in January of 1970, and which exempted from the consolidation
the towns of Speedway, Beach Gfove, and Lawrence.52

JUNEAU, ALASKA. Juneau, Alaska would seem to be an un-

likely place to find municipal reformers pushing for consoli-
dation. Founded as a gold-rush center in 1881, the City and
Borough of Juneau has a population of only 13,000 spread out
over some 3,000 square miles. Local officials considered it
too expensive to support two sets of governmental scervices
over a tax base of $130 million. Consolidation was approved
in 1970, and the consolidated unit is considered to be both a
city and a borough under Alaskan law.23

COLUMBUS, GEORGIA. The most recent consolidation has

been that of Columbus and Muscogee County, Georgla. The
school administrative services were merged in 1948, followed
by water, sewer, and airport facilities in the 1950s and

1660s. A formal consolidation of the two governmental units

52nThree Mayors Review their Governments," Nation's

Citles, November, 1969, pp. 26-37. "Unigov," H.U.D. Challenge
Magazine, May, 1971, pp. 6-9.

53State of Alaska, Alaskan Statutes, Title 29, Ch. 85,
8 10-210, N. D
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was defeated in 1962.5q Nearly all council members and the
mayor were replaced in 1964, and a study commission was
authorized by the Georgia General Assembly in 1966 to draw up
a new consciidation plan. A city-county building complex was
proposed, to gain economies of scale in constructicn and to
provide more visible access to governmental agencies.

With local leaders, the news media, and a steering com-
mittee behind the new consclidation attempt, an Enabling Act
was passed by the Georgia Legislature in 1969. Following a
highly active campaign to develop a "grass rcots" movement
for consolidation, a 1970 vote approved consolidation by
10,000 votes (15,000 votes cast out of a possible 53,000).
The new charter became effective as of Januzcry 1, 1971.

One common thread which runs throughout most of these
histories 1s the presence of a critical situation which needs
to be remedied (a factor which the A.C.I.R. describes as
favorable tc the passage of a consolidation measure--see page
10). Nantucket, New Orleans, Denver, Honolulu, Carson City,
and Columbus are the cities which apparently had no such
situations - those legislatively consolidated, or functional-
1y consolidated prior to the referendum.

Philadelphia faced the erosicn of city powers by the
state and the courts. New York's political "machine" was at

odds with Brooklyn's, and negotiations for merger were at a

5hs. J. Makielski, Jr., "City-County Consolidation in
the U. S.," University of Virginia News Letter (Charlottes-
ville: U. of Virginia, October, 1969).




standstill when the legislature was forced to intervene.

Baton Rouge's service facilities were severely over-
taxed with the influx of the post-World War II population.
Hampton, Newport News, Virginia Beach, and Chesapeake were
all faced with the involuntary annexation of territory sur-
rcunding their boundaries, thus cutting them off from future
expansion and drawing the county territory into higher tax-
ing areas.

Nashvilie's voters reactéd to a massive involuntary én—
nexation, and voted for consolidation as an expression of a
lack of confidence in the city's mayor and council. Jackson-
ville had just faced the disaccreditation of its schools and
the indictment of several public officlals for corruption
when the referendum tcok place.

Indianapolis was controclled by the state legislature,
as a second city ccuncil. It needed the home rule provi-
sions granted to counties in Indiana Jjust to solve its
everyday problems and to obtain the taxing authority neces-
sary to maintain government services. Juneau simply could
not afford to support two sets of government, and provide
the urban services required by the area's citizens, on such
a small tax base. The solution was either to reduce servi-
ces or to reduce government, and the voters chose the latter

measure.
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II. THE QUANTITATIVE ASPECT

There are a total of seventeen city-county consolida-
ted governments in the United States, of which ten were cre-—
ated through referenda. Naturally, some differences can be
expected between legislatively-consolidated units, most of
which are over 60 years old, and consolidated governments
chosen by the voters, most of which are less than 20 years
old.

To present an overall view of the spectrum of consoli-
dated governments, tables I and II are constructed tc give
data from a constant time period, 1960-1970. Due to inac-
curacies and a lack of controls on errors and variances, it
is unwise to rely on data from time periods prior to 1900.
This precludes comparison of such data as population, popu-
lation changes, population dénsity and other demographic in-
formation in the decades prior to and following the consol-
jdations. For example, the populations of Philadelphia and'
New York must have had different education, median age, and
other demographic characteristics 70 anc 100 years ago which
could have influenced the consolidation issue.

Potential variables were chosen on the basis of the
literature and availability of statistical data, to include
political economic, historic, and demographlic aspects.
Consideration of pofential variables was limited to those

for which data was available feor at least two-~thirds of the



. TABLE I

CITY-COUNTY CONSOLIDATTCNS IN THE UNJTED STATES

New Philadel- New Raton Newport Virginia Jackson~ Carson Indiana-

/CITY: Nantucket Orleans phia Yory Denver Honolulu Roupge Harmpton_ News Nastville Beach C)‘esagakel ville City polis Juneau Colurbus
FACTOR/ .
County Nantucket Orleans Priladel- Kings, New Denver Honolulu Fast Fliza-  “arwick Davidason Princess Norfolk Duval Cresby  Marion  Greater Muscogee

Parish pria York, Bronx, Raton beth Ann Juneau
Richmond, Rouge City Borough
Queens Parish
State Massachu- Louis- Pennsyl- New York Color- Hawail Louis- Virginia Virginia Tennessee Virginia Virginia Florjda Nevada Indiana Alaska Georgia
setts iana vania ado ‘ana

Year of .

Incorpor- .

ation 1687 1805 1701 1624 1861 1967 1817 1849 1896 1784 1906 1919% 1821 1875 1847 Jesl Jge8
Year of

Consoli-

dation 1695 1805 1854 1898 1901 1907 1949 1952 1958 1962 1963 1963 1968 1968 1969 197C 197
Age at

Consoli~-

dation 8 - 153 27 L0 - 132 103 62 178 57 L 17 93 122 €9 143
Economic 2

Function Ps TWF F F WF TPOF D Pb TP F PbPs Pb  PsWFTPb Pb F ¥iPb D
Form of

Local Gov=

ernrent

St.mct.m-e3 My-C My=C My-C My-C My=C My-C  ¥y-C *n My-C Ny-C ¥n Fy-C Vy-C ¥n ¥y-C ¥n ¥y-C
Independent

Departmenta“ No Yes Yos Yes No No Yes No No No No ¥o No No Yes No Yes
Independent

Citiess No No No No No No No No No Yes No No Yes No Yes No Ko

1. incorporated as South Norfolk in 1919. 2. Nelson, Foward J. "A Service Classification of American Cities” Economic Geography. Vol 31, {July 1955)pp. 180-210. Ps=Public Services
T=Transpertation; W=yholesale; F=Finance; Pb=Public Administration: D=Diversified: )(1=Hnin§ - classified as to dominant economic function of urban area. 3. Vy-C=¥ayor-Council/
Commiasion: ¥n=Manager. 4. All portions of criminal-justice system (courts, sheriff, etc) except Baton Rouge (Port) and Indianapolis (Port, health, building). 5. Cities net
included in the consolidation, but over which the city-county unit has county-power authority. "
N



TABLE II

KEY CHARACTERISTICS OF CITY-COUNTY CONSOLIDATED UNITS

New Phila- New Baton Newport Nash- Virginia Jackson- Carson Indian-
£§é$éé 7 __Naptucket Orleans delphia York Denver Hopolulu Rouge Hampton News ville Beach Chesapeake ville City apolis  Juneau Colurhus
Year of . 1854/ '

Consolidation 1695 1€05 1949 1898 1901 1907 1949 1950 195¢ 1962 1963 1963 1968 1962 197C 197C 1971
Populationl

City~County 4 586 1,927  7,7<0 513 320 162 119 137 L 166 89 513 15 L3 1 157

SMSA  (1000s) Ma7 1,034 4,774 11,410 1,240 629 285 2¢310 63310 53910 ‘633 633 529 NA 1,100 NA 232
Area (sq. mi.)1 1.8 205 129 300 68 8is 31 55 69 527 255 BINA 766 150 LCC 3,108 220 7
DensityJ -

City~-County .Z?O 2,800 15,00C 25,7CC 7,500 3,800 5,20C 2,120 1,950 aL2 651 259 669 103 1,857 L 691
Population ’

Change - % . '

(1960-1970) +42.9 -6.7 -4.3 0.9 +4L.3 +8.2 +6.6 +33.7 +20.2 +159.6 +95.3 +20.3 +155.2 +199.6 +56.1 0 +3C.C
Median Age2 na8 30.2 33.4 35.1 31.2 26,2 25.3 25.6 25.1 8.7 23.0 24.6 30.6 na 30.2 na 25
Median Education na 9.0 9.6 10.1 12.1 12,1 11.9 11.8 10.7 3.9 12.0 9.6 9.5 na 10.8 na 9.8
Proportion of \

Population ,

Employed< na .35 .39 NN .39 .38 .36 .30 .32 .39 .25 .32 .39 na A na .31
Expense/Revenue . N

Ratiokd na 1.05 1.05 0.93 0.95 1.15 0.89 1.06™~  1l.04 1.22 1.00 na l.k2 - na 0.93 na 1.C9
Taxes: City Income® no no yes yes no no no no no ° no no no no no no no rno

Sales yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes no ves
Property’ na 20 98 1,322 28. 36 7 6 8 39 5 na 6 na z9 na 3
Originated by6 Leg. Leg. Leg/Vcte9 Leg. Leg. Leg. Vote Vote Vote Vote Vote Vote Leg. Vote Vote Vote Vote

1. 197C preliminary figures by Bureau of the Census. 2. Bureau of the Census, City and County Data Book 1967 (Washington, D.C., U.S. Governmert Printing Cffice, 1947).
3. 1954-5 General Governmental Expenses/General Governmental Revenues. 4. Tax Foundation, City Income Taxes (New York, The Tax Foundation, 1970). 5. 1960 figures, in
millions returned to the cities by their respective states. 6. Final approving authority. 7. Not Applicable. 8. Not Availadble. 9. Act of Consolidation of 1254 by
Pennsylvania Legislature; Home Rule Act of 1949 which led to Consclidated Charter of 1951. 10. 1960 areas of consolidating counties.

w
W
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cities.

As can be seen from Tables I and II, variables under
consideration include (1) population, (2) density, (3) area,
(4) population change over the period 1960-1970, (5) median
age of the population, (6) median educaticn of the popula-
tion, (7) proportion of the population employed, (8) tax
structure, (9) the general governmental expenses-to-revenues
ratio, (10) age of the city at the time of change, (11) eco-
nomic function, and (12) governmental structure.

In addition, the variables include the A.C.I.R.'s pre-
sence of a critical situation which requires remedial action
(hereafter called an internal crisis), and the presence cf a
"red herring" situatiocn (hereafter called an external crigis)
which arises after the initiation of the consolidaticn 1ssue
and tends to detract from the consolidation issue itself.

In order to test the possibility that some of these
variables might be interrelated (for example, the larger the
population, the greater the density or area, and perhaps the
older and less well-educated the members of the population),
the cities were ranked low to high in terms of each of the
10 rankable variables (numbers 1 through 10), and a Spearman
Rho?? ﬁest applied to the results. Table III, a portion of

the overall 10-by-10 table, shows that the rankings all

55Spearman's Rho = = (6 ZZDQ)/(n(nz—l)) where D is
the difference in ranking for one city on two variables. and
n is the total number of cities.
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yield Rho in non-significant ranges. The exception was area
and density (not shown, but with a Rho ¢f -.97). This is,
of course due to the relationship: Density = Population/
Area. As a consequence, area was dropped as a potential key

variable, due to its redundancy.

TABLE IIT

CORRELATION MATRIX - SPEARMAN RHO

81 5, & 8, 55 8

81 - .276 -.610 .341 .055 .357 41 = Age of City

82 - .225 .632 -.158 .312 82 = Population

&, --  .238 -.710 -.457 &3 = Area

5, - -.304 .101 8, = Median Age

65 - 405 55 = Median Edu.

85 - 65 = Expenses/
Revenues

A series of product-moment statistics (rxy) was per-
foermed on a random sample of the U5 possibie intercorrela-
tions of 10 variables taken two at a time. The Ty did not
give more than a 5%-10% variance from the Spearman Rho re-
sults in their respective measurements, thereby confirming
the lack c¢f interccorrelation of these variables.

As an indication of certain uniformities among consol-
idated units, it should be noted from the preceding tables

that more than three-fourths of the consolidated governments

are characterized by the mayor-council form of structure.
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.There are variations to account for schocol systems, state-
appointed independent departments, aﬁd so forth. PFigure 2
i1llustrates the typical table of organization for consolida-
ted units. Of course, the departmental breakdown is by no
means meant to be anything more than a generalized represen-
tation, indicative of the typical structure.

After determining the general size and distribution of
the consolidated units, a control‘group was chosen randomly
within size and distribution parameters to control for those
variables. The distribution of the control group approxi-
mates the distribution of the consolidated group, and the
mean and median populations are equal if New York City's
population of nearly 8 million is ignored for the purposes
of establishing those parameters. A chi-squared test of the
spatial distribution of the consolidated and control groups
(by region: North, South, Central, and West as established
by the Census Bureau) accepts the null hypothesis on the .05
level. Likewise, ignoring New York City's contribution6 to
the total population of the consolidated group, the popula-
tions of the consolidated and control groups are significant-

ly similar on the .05 level.

56It is, of course, dangerous to ignore or deliberate-
ly alter data collected in any study for the purposes of
"making things come out right". There are, however, no ci-
ties of comparable size to which one could pair off New York
in the United States. As a consequence, some statistics
performed here are done both with and without New York's in-
fluence. In performing T tests to determine differences in
distributicn means, both population size and population



ELECTORATE

(STATE) COUNCIL« *MA%QB co\grg SCHOOL BOARD
INDEPENDENT FISCAL PLANNING CENTRAL ADMINISTRATIVE
AUTHORITIES SERVICES! SERVICES?2 SERVICESS3
(Ports

Public

Housing N v L

Etc.) PUBLI RECREATION PUBLIC:

WORKS AND PARKSS SAFETY®

1Includes
2Includes
'3Includes
uIncludes
_Building
2Includes
OIncludes

Maintenance, and Water and Sewer.

Police, Prisons and Jails, Fire,

Figure 2.

Recreation Programs, Parks, Libraries, and
and Civil

Finance Department, Assessment, Collections, Accounting, and Budget.
Personnel, Purchasing, Legal Services, Motor Pool, and Data Processing.
Administrative Officers, Advisory Boards and personal staff.
Engineering, Streets and Highways, Garbage

and Street Cleaning,

Public Service Projects.
Defense.

Typical table of consolidated governmental organization.

LE



38

The random control group chosen consists of the follow-
ing cities: Atlanta, Georgia; Birmingham, Alabama; Cleve-
land, Ohio; Dallas, Texas; Des Moines, Iowa; Detroit, Michi-
gan; East Hartford, Connecticut; Greenville, South Carolina;
Hot Springs, Arkansas; Huntington, West Virginia; Lafayette,
Louisiana; Lexington, Kentucky; Memphis, Tennessee; Phoenix,
Arizona; San Jose, California; Tampa, Florida; and Union
City, New Jersey. The same information as found in tables I
and II were collected from the same sources for this control
group, and the data is presented in table IV, page 39.

The generally-used arguments, both pro and con, are

L
[VES)

presented in table V. The opponents' arguments are used
provide the basis for determining the presence of an exter-
nal crisis. Situations with primarily emotional 1lmpact
which arise following the ianitiation of the consolidation
issue, and which would detract from the rational, logical
consideration of the strengths and wezknesses of consolida-
tion are then defined to be external crises.

There is now a basls for comparison ¢f the control and
the consolidated groups. In the hopes of establishing signi-
ficant differences between the two groups, the various varla-

bles isolated were compared under statistical tests. For

those variables for which a mean and standard deviation

increase showed marked differences in the statistic with and
without New York's influence. Whenever this has been done,
it is so noted and beth cases are presented.



CITY

ATLANTA, GA.
BIRMINGHAM, AL.
CLEVELAWD, OH.
DALLAS, TX.

DES MOINES, IA.
DETROIT, MI.

EAST HARTFORD, CT.

GREENVILLE, S.C.
HOT SPRINGS, K.
HUNTINGTON, W.V.
LAFAYETTE, LA.
LEXINGTON, KY.
MEMPHIS, TN.
PHOENIX, AR.

SAN JOSE, CA.
TAMPA, FL.

UNION CITY, N.J.

1. dymbols as in Tables I and II

TABLE IV
CONTROL GROUP DATA'

YEAR ECO02 GOV'T3 POP. POP. POP. MEDIAN MEDIAN PROP. EXP./ TAXY
INC. _FN. STRUC. 1970 DENSITY CHANGE _ AGE _EDU. EMP. REV. SIM.
1845 T My-Ald. 487 3,600 7.1 29.3 10.5 0.41 1.27 Yes
1871 MiM  My-C 297 5,400 4.6 29,4 10.1 0.37 0.89 Yes
1796 M My-C 739 11,500 - L4.,2 31.2 9.6 0.37 1.06 No
1856 TAg Mn 836 2,700 56.4 29.3 11.8 0.40 1.15 Yes
1857 TF Mn 700 3,300 17.%  30.1 12,1  0.4%2 0.95 Yes
1802 M My-C 1,500 12,100 - 9.7 33.7 10.0 0.37 0.8 VNo
1783 M My-C 57 9,400 - 8.6 33.0 9.6 0.45 1.07 Yes
1868 M My-C 61 2,700 13.8 . 27.1  11.5 0.41 0.90 Yes
1891 To  My-~C 35 3,200 - 3.3 L0.1 9.8 0.36 1.15 Yes
1871 MF Mn 73 5,700 = 3.2 32.9 10.7 0.36 1.05 Yes
1836 TAg Comm. 66 6,100 20.%  24.2 8.9 0.36 0.93 Yes
1832 TAg My-Comm 108 5,200 13.1  28.4 9.8 0.38 0.96 Yes
1826 TAg My-C 621 3,900 25.6 28.1 10.9 0.37 1.06 Yes
1881 MAg Mn 580 2,300 %1 28.%+ 11.8 0.37 1.03 Yes
1850 TAg Mn 436 3,600 114,22 26.5 12.1  0.36 1.11 Yes
1885 TM My-Comm 274 4,000 120.0 32.2 10.2 0.37 1.37 Yes
1861 M Comm 56 40,200 - 6.0 35.7 8.8 0.43 0.96 Yes

2. M Manufacturing, To=Tourism. 3. Ald = Board

of Aldermen, Comm= Commission.! Tax structure similar to consolidated group's.



TABLE V

STRENGTHE AND WEAKNESSES OF CITY-COUNTY CONSOLIDATION

STRENGTHS AND EXPECTATIONS BY PROPONENTS

1.

Provides base for unified, coordinated
program of services

Increases visibility of responsible
agencies and individuals

Economies of administration and scale
Adjusts political boundaries to geo-
graphic ones

. One government responsible to-all
g p

Efficiency through elimination of
duplication of services

Elimination of intergovernmental conflicts
Fiscal equity through taxing districts
Spreads needed services - more for the
money

Broadens tax base of the government
providing the services

Eliminates outmoded and inadequate
government structures

Combines city and county resources

Convenlences to individuals in receiving
and using government services

" WEAKNESSES AND EXPECTATIONS BY OPPONENTS

1.

O Wwoy ol Fw

—

—
-t
.

i2.
13.

Limited in handling multi-county
problems

Lack of constitutional/legislative
groundwork

Needs separate voting majorities
Resistance from those in office

Inflexibility of boundaries

More difficult to vary services by
local areas and needs

Tax lnequities

Proliferation of personnel, staff
Imposition of "big-brother govern-
ment’ on rural areas - spreads suburhs
Reduces local participation in local
affairs

Raises legal questions over federal,
state grants

Dilutes minority group voting
strength

General inertia of population to
drastic change

on
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could be determined, a T test for significant differences be-
tween the means was used (due to the population size involved,
the mean can be considered approximately equal to the median
through the normal distribution characteristics). For those
variables involving a more qualitativ e aspect, the Chi-
squared test was used. The results of these tests are inclu-
ded in table VI.

As the table shows, consoclidated city-counties have sig-
nificantly higher populations (when New York is included),
lower population densities, younger populations, a greater
preponderance of the mayor-council or mayor-commission form
of government and of finance and public administration as the
city's major economic function, and greater amounts of rebated
property taxes than do the cities of the control group. The
remaining variables did not show significant differences be-
tween the consolidated and control groups.

The available histories of the control group cities'
changes (particularly those with mayor-to-manager or commis-
sion types of changes) indicates that the A.C.I.R.'s conclu-
sion that critical situations are related to major changes

(such as consolidation) is upheld.



TABLE VI
STATISTICAL TESTS OF VARIABLES

VARIABLE DESCRIPTION CONSOLIDATED! CONTROL2 " STATISTIC AND LEVEL3
S, City age at change (yrs) 97 z 72 135 1 61 T= 1.5 p>.10
o 2
02 Economic Function Finance or Agr., Tr. X=16.3O p<.OO‘ILP

Pub. Admin. or Mfg.

2

53 Government Structure Mayor-Council Mayor-Bd/ X'= .02 p<L.05
Comm.
51,r igggligégn change (%) 48 £ 100 251 + 38 T= 0.89 p>.10
b Median age (yrs) 28.2 * 3.5 30.5% 3.6 T=1.98 pg.05
66 Median education (yrs) 10.5 £ 1.2 10.5% 1.0 T= 0.00 p>.10
57 Proportion employed 0.38 = 0.05 0.39%0.03 T= 0.67 p>.10
og General governmental 1.05 ¢ 0.13 1,05%0.13 T= 0.00 p>.10
N Expenses/Revenues

S Population (thousands) 801 = 690? + T= 2.11 P £.05
9 369 £ 3009 %07 1 350 T= 0.3 D 3.10

§ Densit ‘ , : 5 -
y (people/sq. mi.) 4080 £ 3500 Lur + T= 2.51 p<.05
10 272k + 24:80° 73%7 £ 4000 T = 4,02 pé.OOl
611 Texes: Sales Yes Yes X*= 0.05 p >.10
City Income No 5 No *¥= 0.12 p >.10
Rebated property 123 & 1166 17+ 13 T= 3.31 p<01
(in millions) 23 = 17 - T= 0.17 p>.10

IN=17. <N =13, 3standard T test for significance of differences of means taken
over whole population; level of significance set at p =.0g -~ computed levels indicated.
Chi-squared by proportion method: 1 degree of freedom. Figures reflect New York City o
influence. 6Figures do not reflect New York City influence.




CHAPTER IV
SURVEY RESULTS
I. STATE, CONSOLIDATED, AND CONTROL GROUP RESULTS

The primary survey of states was begun in December of
1970 and concluded in February of 1971 (officials contacted
and techniques used are discussed on page 17). The design
of the primary questionnaire was so structured as to deter-
mine (1) where the consolidated units exist; (2) the legal
requirements in the state legal system for presentation of
the consolidation question to a referendum; (3) the exis-
tence of potential consolidation attempts; and (4) the pre-
sence or absence of approval of the consolidation concept at
the state level. The results of this primary phase are
listed in table VII, page 44, and these results are amplified
upon by Appendix IIT.

As an aside to the first question, it should be notea
that many of the state governments are unaware of functional
consolidations that may exist within thelr boundaries. Two
outstanding examples of this are Oregon and Wisconsin.
Portland and Multnomah County, Oregon have consolidated

their data processing departments, health departments, and



TABLE VII

SURVEY RESULTS ~ STATES (N=50)%

RESPONSE: ' YES ‘ NO NO RESPONSE
QUESTION: :
I. Any city-county 13-Formal & 32 0
consolidated units Functional
in your state? 5~-Functicnal
only
II. 1Is legislation 9-Constitution 15 0
required in your & Amendments
state for city- l1l-House & Sen-
county consolida- ate Bills
tion? 15-Yes but not
listed
III. .Is action currently 6 43 1

under way to
create city-county
consolidated units
in your state?

IV. Does your state 13 16 21
officially favor
the creation of
city-county
consolidated units?

V. Additional comments? 17 33
i. Legislation
considered,

passed, favored (10)
ii. Not considered,

passed, favored (4)
1ii.Studies under
way (3)

¥See Appendix III for listings of states responding positive-
ly to questions I-IIT.



bs
their printing operaticns.>®’ Milwaukee and Milwaukee County,
Wisconsin have consolidated their sewer, water, park, and
air pollution departments.58 Other examples of a negative
response to question I include Kansas and Washington, both
states failing to 1list functional consolidations within
their boundaries (Dodge City-Ford County's Police Reccrds Di-
vision and Seattle-King County's Health Department). A list-
ing of functionally consolidated city-county units appears
in table VIII on page 46. ‘

Responses to the secondary survey (conducted between
February, 1571 and May, 1971) were arranged on a proportion-
al basis to facilitate testing of differences by chi-squared.
The control group was narrowed to include only those cities
which have experienced some change in scope or structure
since incorporating. The results of this enumeraticn, de-
signed to test for legal, soclal, fiscal, and planning vital-
ity and satisfaction in the operation of the changed govern-
ment, are found in table IX on page 47.

To further test for significant differences between
the consolidated and control groups, the questions on the
test instruments were scored and computed on the basis given

in figure 3, page U48.

57a. @. White, Portland-Multnomah County Consolida-
tion - Chances for Success. Portland State University, Un-
puclished Paper, 1970.

5O6Henry J. Schmandt, Paul G. Steinticker and CGeorge
D. Wendell, The Milwaukee Metropolitan Study Commission.
Bloomington, Indiana University Press, 1965.




TABLE VIII

FUNCTIONALLY CONSOLIDATED CITY-COUNTY UNITS

SOURCE
CITY CQUNTY STATE DEPARTMENT(S) OF DATA

Atlanta Fulton Georgia No Response State Survey
Boise Ada Idaho No Response State Survey
Boston Suffolk Massachusetts Finance, Admin. City of Boston
Dodge City Ford Kansas Police Records Topeka Newspaper
Jonesboro Craighead Arkansas Planning State Survey
Lincoln Lancaster Nebraska Planning State Survey
Milwaukee Milwaukee Wisconsin Sewers, Parks, Schmandt et al

Air Pollution

Control
Omaha Douglas Nebraska Planning State Survey
Eugene Lane Oregcn Jail Facilities Eugene Newspaper
Portland Multnomah Oregon Health, Data Ongoing Research

Processing,

Printing
Salt Lake City Salt Lake City Utah No Response State Survey
Seattle King Washington Health State Survey
Sioux Falls 6th Planning South Dakota Planning State Planning

District¥

Agency

#Planning Districts take place of County function throughout South Dakota. See

South Dakota. South Dakota Planning and Development Districts. Sioux Falls,
State of South Dakota, N. D.
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TABLE IX

SURVEY RESULTS - CONSOLIDATED AND CONTROL

QUESTION CONSOLIDATED#® CONTROL¥* ¥ X2 LEVEL
I. Legally a city?
YES ‘ 1.00 1.00 X2= 0.00
NO 0.00 0.00 p =>.10
II. Social problems
arisen?
YES 0.00 0.46 X?= 8.98
NO 0.94 0.54 p< .01
NC RESPONSE 0.06 ‘ 0.00
ITT. Had to raise taxes? “
YES 0.65 0.92 Xe= 4,88
NO 0.35 0.00 p< .05
NO RESPONSE 0.00 ' 0.08

Institute service
charges?

YES 0.35 0.62 X2= 3.40
NO 6.59 0.23 p < .10
NO RESPONSE 0.06 0.15

IV. Plan more effec-

tively?

YES 0.71 0.70 X2= 0.63
NO 0.06 0.15 p >.10
NO RESPONSE 0.23 0.15

V. Recommend to others?
YES 0.71 .38 X2= 7.70
NO 0.00 0.38 p <.01
NO RESPONSE 0.29 0.24

¥N=17 ¥¥N=13
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Responses

Aspect Question Yes No Response No
Legal Municipality legally a

clity? +1 6 -1
Social Social problems arisen

since change? -1 0 +1
Fiscal Had to raise taxes? -1/2 0 +1/2

Had to institute service

charges? -1/2 0 +1/2
Planning Been able to plan more

effectively? +1 0 -1
Satis-

faction Recommend to others? +1 0 -1

Figure 3. Scoring chart for comparison of test instruments.

If a municipality retained its legal status after a
major change, was able to handle social, fiscal, and planning
functions well (in the perception of the officials involved),
and officials were willing to recommend their form of
government to others, then these factcrs were taken to be
positive. If the opposite held for a factor, then it was
considered to be negative. Assignment of numerical values
in this case 1s of no significance and 1s adopted merely for
computational ease, since any numerical values would pre-
serve the relative relationship between the two groups.

The test instrument score, I, was then computed as:59

Ij = jid a;i =1, 2, . . . N (1)
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The means and standard deviations were then computed for each
group (N=17 for the consolidated group, N=13 for the control
group). The range of possible scores is then -5 to +5. The
I score for the consolidated group is 3.1 + 1.4 (a range of
1.7 to 4.5), and for the control group is 1.2 + 2.2 (a
range of -1.0 to 3.4).. A T test yields a T of 2.79., showing
significant differences between the ftwo groﬁps at the .05

level.
ITI. THE FAILURES: A KEY TO UNDERSTANDING

Since the turn of the century, when machinery was made
available by state legislatures for referenda on city-county
consolidation, a total of 28 attempts to consolidate have
been defeated at the ballot box, with many more tabled and
filed away in the various stages of the consolidation pro-
cess. Table X lists the consolidation attempts rejected by
referenda since 1921 (see page 50). It should be noted that
the first ten rejections occurred prior to the first success-
ful consolidation by referendum in Baton Rouge. Since that
time, 18 rejections have occurred as opposed to 10 success-

es: a two-to-one ratio. It should also be noted that three

59In a more sophisticated situation, the factors aj
would be weighted to give the formula:

m

Ij=; kiay j=1,2, .. .N
=1

with a total of m variables and a weight k4 assigned to each
variable aj on the basis of relative importance of the vari-
able.
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X

CONSOLIDATIONS REJECTED BY REFERENDA

CITY

Oakland
Butte

St. Louis
Portland
Pittsburgh
Several cities
Macon
Cleveland
Jacksonville
Miami#¥
Newport News#*¥
Miami
Nashville¥*¥
Albuquerque
Knoxville
Macon
Durham
Richmond
Columbus¥#
Memphis

St. Louis
Chattanooga
Tampa
Athens
Roanoke
Winchester

Charlottesville

Bristol

COUNTY

Alameda
Silver Bow
St. Louils
Multnomah
Allegheny
Ravalli
Bibb
Cuyahoga
Duval

Dade
Warwick
Dade
Davidson
Bernalillo
Knox

Bibb
Durham
Henrico
Muscogee
Shelby

St. Louis
Hamilton
Hillsborcugh
Clarke
Roancke
Frederick
Albemarle
Washington

STATE

California
Montana
Missouri
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Montana
Georgia
Ohio
Florida
Florida
Virginia
Florida
Tennessee
New Mexico
Tennessec
Georgia
North Carolina
Virginia
Georgia
Tennessee
Missouri
Tennessee
Florida
Georgia
Virginia
Virginia
Virginia
Virginia

DATE
1921
21924
1926
1927
1929
1932
1933
1935
1935
1948
1950
1953
1958
1959
1959
1960
1961
1961
1962
1962
1962
1964
1967
1969
1969
1970
1970
1970

¥ Later successfully formed urban county-federated system.

¥¥ Later successfully consolidated.

of the failures since 1950 have resubmitted the issue to the

voters and have successfully consolidated, and St.

Louis,

Missouri, Maccn, Georgia and Miami, Florida have 3all tried

twice to consolidate and were unsuccessful.

In an attempt to determine why these citilies failed to
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consolidate with the counties around them, a final phase of
the study was uncdertaken to administer a questionnaire to
city officials (mayocr's office or individual familiar with
the consolidation attempt) of cities in which a consolidation
attempt had failed within the last 20 years. This limitation
was imposed to make this sample parallel the sample of success-
ful consolidations submitted to a referendum, and included the
17 defeated attempts since Miami's in 1953. Of the 17 ques-
tionnaires sent out (see Appendix II), only 6 were returned.
The results of this phase of the survey are found in table XI.

As can be seen by examining table XI, an attempt was
made to determine an estimate of the causes of defeat (the
covering letters directed the questionnaires to individuals
who were in government or involved in the consolidation
movement at the time); the types of education programs ad-
ministered; the opposition groups which arose to defeat the
consolidation attempt; and the aspect of consoclidation most
opposed by the voters.

Certain recurrent themes appear in each consolidatioﬁ
defeat: refusal of leaders to back or maintain backing to
the consolidation issue; a fear of higher taxes; a fear of
being lecst 1n a big, unwieldly government; public apathy;
and in the South a fear on the part of blacks that thelr vote
would be diluted in the overall balance of power (as indeed
happened in Nashville and Jacksonville).

One other factcr zppears fthiroughout these failures.



CITY AND YEAR
Nsshville
Tn. l95é

Albuguerque,
N.M. 1959

Memphnis,
Tn. 1962

Athens,
Ga. 1969

Winchester,
Va. 1969

‘Chattanooga,
Tn. 1970

SURVEY RESULTS - REJECTED

CAUSES*

Voter alienation

Loss of confidence
in leadership

Provincialism, Fear of

higher taxes, city
rule over county

Racism
"Misunderstanding on
part of voters

Lack of concurrent
majority
Public apathy

Lack of leadership
Lack of "understand-
ing" of issue

Reaction to taxation
policies
Racism

TABLE XI

CONSOLIDATIONS
EDUCATTION** QPPOSITION
"Good gov't" County Court,
groups

League of Women
Voters

News media
Speaker programs

Open hearings

News media

Charter mailed
to each voter

Cpen hearings

News medila

Pamphlet to each
voter

News media
Leaflets tailored
to each area

*In the opinions of the surveyed officials.
**¥Kinds of Programs, groups active in

A

<G

MOST OBJECTED TO

Blz government

Police, Fire-Higher taxes

men

Flood control

Loss of localism

Land use control

"antagonists" Loss of local

Blacks, rural
politicians

Blacks, rural
politicieans
Landholders

Rural lezders

Smaller towns

Taxpayer's
ass'n.

‘NAACP local

chapter

Small business-

men

ucation during campailgn.

govital jobs

Big government
Loss of localism

Consolidatiocn
concept

Loss of local
gov'tal jobs

Big government

Higher taxes

Consolidation
concept

Higher taxes
Dilution of
nincrity vote
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In four of the six cases examined, opponents of consclidation
attempted to introduce an external crisis that would detract
from the issue of consolidation. In Albuquerque, the issue
of flood control and land use control zrose to helﬁ defeat
the consolidation measure - issues that are emotionally im-
portant to the people of the region. 'In Memphis, Athens, and
Chattanooga the race issue (in particular, bussing and the
mixing of the races) was used to cloud the voters' opinions
when the time came to &ote. Iin a like manner, the conten-
tion was made in all of these cases that taxes would rise
rapidly following consolidation, effectively drowning out
proponents who admitted that taxes would rise, but at a much
lower rate than the opponents contended. It can therefore
be concluded that such an external crisis constitutes a
negative influence upon the success of any consolidation

attempt.



CHAPTER V
TOWARD A MATHEMATICAL THEORY
I. THEORETICAL CONSIDERATIONS

Several variables have been shown to yield significant
differences between cities that are consolidated with the
counties surrounding them and cities that have not performed
such consolidations either through failure or through the
seeking of alternate solutions to their problems. The city's
economic function and governmental structure, the median age
of the city's population, the total population and popula-
tion density, portions of the local tax structure, the pre-
sence of an internal crisis that threatens fthe existence of
prevailing order, and the presence (or absence) or external
crises all seem to enter into the equation which determines
success or failure for a consolidation attempt.

The task is then to construct such an equation, taking
into account a total of n possible variables and the possi-
ble weights assigned to each variable. In a natural sense,
some féctors will carry more weight than others - population
pressure or willingness to accept change by a younger popu-
lation might outweigh the sophistication (or lack thereof)
brought about by the types of people living in a city of a

specific economic function. To handle this task, a series
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cf definitions must first be introduced.

Definition 1: Positive variable: a variable which

adds to, or enhances, the chances for success in a consoli-
dation attempt as measured by its presence in the successful
consolidation attempts and in being significantly different
from the control group. Examples of positive variables are:
size of city, as indicated by population and density;
economic funetion; governmental structure of the city; median
age of the population; the cit&'s tax structure and taxing
pressure placed upon the individual as indicated by property
taxes; and the presence of an internal crisis which threatens
the vitality or order of the city, in which the citizens

feel that a positive change is necessary to maintain such
vitality and order.

Definition 2: ©Negative variable: a variable which,

if present, detracts from the consolidation issue thrcugh ob-
scuring facts or arousing emotional side-issues (the ''red
herring" technique). If the negative variable is not pre-

expressed through the medisa

(&)

sent, then individual cpinion 1
of letters to the editor, speaking at public forums, and s0
on and is nct suppressed or cut-shouted by more militant cp-

ponents. In this manner, by not defracting from the clarity

of the issue, a posiftive value is impiied. An example of a

negative variable is the presence of an external crisis;

either long-standing (race, bussing, etc.) or artificially

fole

created (land-use contrel crponents, political authorities



who stand to be displaced attempting to block a successful
referendum, etc.).

Definition 3: Probability measure: an assoclation of

a variable with a number between and pcssibly including O
and 1, so that if there are n variables in a specific issue
and n numbers assocciated on a 1l-te-1 basis with the varia-
bles, then the sum of all the numbers will l1ie between and
possibly including 0 and 1. In mathematical terms, given a
variable X and a measure p(X) (read "p of X"), then:

p(X) = y where 0Sy<1 (2)
If there are n variables X7, Xp and so on up to X, which re-
late to the issue, then the sum of the measures associated

with the variables is:

n n
E: p(X;) = Z: yi where (

i=1 =]

w
~—

n
E: ¥4 lies between 0 and 1 anad

n

yi means y1 + yo + . . . ¥ ¥y 1)
i=1

Definition 4: Probability of success: the sum of all

the probabiliity measures cf the positive variables as defined
in definition 1 (p*) plus the sum of all the probability
measures of the negatilive variables as defined in definition

P
133

2 (p~). The probability of success Py

Ps = p* + p~ where Py = ¢ if pt + p=<C0 (5)

with, of course, the restricticn that



0=

(5]

4

1
Definition 5: Weighting factor: a constant kj, em-

pirically determined, associated with the variable i which
gives the variable greater, equal, or lesser influence than
the other variables in determining the probability of suc-
cess in a consolidation attempt. The constants ki are
strictly between 0 and 1, and the sum of all of the
ky (i=1,2,. . .,n) is 1:
n
ki =1 0<ki<l1 (6)

1=1

Definition 6: The White Epsilon €;: for the pur-

poses of this study, a variable which approximates the

Kroneker delta6o

which can take on only the values 0 and 1.
If 51 is the ith variable for the consclidated group, and 5;
is the ith variable for a test city under study (for example,
if si = median age of consolidated group's population, then
8; = median age of the test city's population), then éi is

defined as follows:

¢
G if 31 lies outside the range of
c ni - 91 to pi + %3
i~ (7)

1 1if Si lies between the range of
ni -Gi topg + 93

where pj is the mean of the ith variable 51 associated with

the consolidated group and G& is one standard deviation of

50Kroneker deita 6}; = 1 if i=j and = 0 if i#J in an
n X n matrix. e
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the mean uj.
Using the preceding definitions, the following formu-

lations can now be made:

m %
i=1
n €
p~ = 2: ki (=1) + (9)
=m+1

Equation 9 indicates that if the negative influence is pre-
sent, then a ;ki is contributed, and if the negative influ-
ence 1s not present, a +kj is contributed. From definition
L

= ot - . E:m € §:n - €3
Pg = pT + p~ = - ki =i +. +l:{l-(--l) (10)
i= i=m

where n is the total number of variagbles, m is the number of
positive variables, and (n-m) is the number of negative var-
iables.

In the absence of a weighting scale,51 which must be
emnpirically détermined, the ki must be taken to be of equal
weight, so that:

ky =ko =k3z3=.. . =Kkp (11)

This reduces to:

ki = 1/n for all i = 1,2, .sn (12)
and equation 10 then becomes:-
\ m n €13
Py = Z €1 + }: (=1) (13)
=]l n 1=m+l n

GLAS this process calls for ncermative Judgments by
qualified personnel, the author resgpectfully declines to
attempt to make such judgments.
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As a corollary to equation 13, by cobserving that the
probability of an event can be at mecst 1, then the probabil-

ity of failure can readily be seen to be 1 - Pg, or:

es1- 3 €4 ) (f (14)

1=l n i1=m+1l n

It is now possible to test equaticn 13 against the em-
pirical data found in tables I, II, and VII. Equating the
variables 1ilsted 1in definition 1 with p+ and the va. "tle
listed in definition 2 with p'; then n = 8. In thi: -ase,
the number of positive variables is 7, and the number of
negative variables is 1. Applying equation 13 to the data
collected for the consolidated cities and the defeated con-
solidation attempts, table XII can be constructed and
analyzed.

If Pg falls in the range of 0.50 to 0.70, the results
can be either success or failure. Below 0.50, failure appears
to be certain (with the exceptions of Nantucket, which was
legislatively consolidated, and Carson City, which was func-
tionally consolidated). All cities with a Pg above 0.7C
were successfully consolidated.

Of course, many variables are not considered here.
Suppcrt by the news media, support by leadership,62 the level

of alienation felt by the voters,63 and the composition and

62ACIR, Factors Affecting Voter Reaction.
38. L. McDiil and J. C. Ridley, "Status, Anomia, Po-
litical Aliernation, and Political Participation," American
Journal of Sociology (September 1962), pp. 205-213.




TABLE XIT

RESULTS OF APPLICATI

N OF

PROBABILITY MEASURE

50

Ps
A3t ""‘I’l , él
o= &+ ) (1)
i=1 n i=m+l n
SUCCESSFUL UNSUCCESSFUL
CITY PROBABILITY CITY PROBABILITY
(By Referenda) (By Referenda)
Baton Rouge 0.88 Athens, GA 0.38
Hampton 0.88 Chattanooga, TN 0.50
Newport News 1.00 Memphis, TN .50
Nashville 1962 G.75 Nashville 1958 0.68
Virginia Beach 0.75 Albuquerque, NM 0.38
Chesapeake 0.62 Winchester, VA 0.25
Jacksonville 0.75
Carson City 0.38
Juneau 0.50
Columbus 0.75
(By Legislature)
Nantucket 0.38
New Orleans c.88
Philadelphia 0.50
New York .59
Denver 0.88
Honolulu 0.88
Indianapolis 1.00

predisposition of the charter commission members are just a

few of the variables that would take several texts to deter-

mine quantitative scales for valid insertion into equation

13. (NOTE:

to Appendix VI for definitions used in this section.)

At this point, the reader is advised to refer
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Assume that there are n possible variables which could
arffect the success or failure of an attempt of a city and
county to consolidate. Also note that each of the variables
listed in definitions 1 and 2, and those that could possibly
fit in those definitions, will vary in value over time. In
order to introduce a short-hand notation, then:
x1 = x3(t), . . . 5 xp = xu(t) (15)
will mean that the variable x3(%), 1 = 1,2, . . ., n, varies
over time t. As what 1s thought of as the "government of a
city" develops over time, it describes a "path" in space and

time which is called its world line. If it takes n indepen-

dent variablesb! to describe any given point on this path,
then the path is called a curve in n + 1 - dimensionsl

space, and this curve can be written in functional form as:

R (X1, X2, « « « 5 XnJ (16)

f{x1(t), x2(t), . . . , zn(t) {(17)

where R is the name of the curve representing the world line
of a particular city, as determined by the n independent
variables. Here the variables could be manpower resource
level, monetary resource level, legal flexibility, geogra-
phic flexibility, presence of crises, leadership and news
media activity in governmental processes, and so forth.

If there are a total of m cities whose world lines are

under scrutiny, then eguation 16 may be written as:

6lisee Appendix VI for definitions and theory of mathe-
matical cocncepts.
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Ry = f'J'(Xl, X0, « « « 5y Xp) J =1, 2, ...,m (18)
The number n is taken to be the maximum number of variables
necessary to describe the curve Rj, even though for a parti-
cular city it may take fewer than n variables to describe
its world line (the remaining variables are set equal to
zero). Since the n vafiables are those which are needed to
determine the success or failure of a city-county consolida-
tion attempt (or, with an expansion or contraction of n to
n', any governmental reorganizétion proposal), then Rj can
be thought of as some measure of the level of regional
government in the metropolitan area under consideration.
Each of the n variables xi(t) can be thought of as a
vector (magnitude plus direction - see Appendix VI) at any
given time t. Each of these vectors is trying to "pull"
the world line Rj in a particular direction, and the resul-
tant of these vectors determines in what direction Rj is
headed at the time t. Moreover, if the number of dimensions
required to describe RJ is greater than three, it is impos-
sible to intuitively view what the curve looks like or in
which direction it is headed. It is possible, however, to
observe what the projection (See appendix VI) of the curve
Rj looks like 1n the two-dimensional plane of a piece of

paper, as shown in figure 4:



€3

(2) (B)

Figure 4, Projection of three-dimensional curve (A)

into the two-dimensional plane (B).

Instead:of projecting a three-dimensional curve into a
two-dimensional one as in figures 4a and Ub, the projection
process will involve prcjecting an n+l - dimensiocnal curve
intc a two-dimensional one. Then the function Rj, which
represents the interaction of ail n independent variables to

determine the regional level of urban gocvernment, might ap-

pear as in figure 5:

X3

RJ = Fj(Xl,XQ,.,.,Xn)

Level of Regional
Gov'tal Organization
v

>t

Time
Figure 5. Projection of the function Rj intc the two-
dimensional plane.
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The time axis t is used to show the relationship of the
n variables to time, and the origin corresponds to time
t = 0, when the city under study was first incorporated. 1In
this manner, it is possible to compare two or more cities on
the same graph.

From the very nature and size of metropolitan govern-
ments, it can be intuitively seen that there is a great deal
of inertia which must be overcome in accomplishing metropol-
itan reorganization. Money muét be authorized, studies made
by committees and accountants, enabling legislation enacted,
opponents heard from, elections arranged, and so forth. A
city is trapped at a certain level of organization until a
set of circumstances arises to jog the city out of one level
and into another (a drastic change in the resultant of the n
variables). To the end of describing these levels of or-
ganization, a relationship 1s postulated between Rj and ¢t
{level of regional government versus time) that might set
forth a set of standardized curves representing the levels
that might be attained. Figure 6 shows one possible stan-
dardized graph of regional organizational level and t, and
gives some of the levels L that a city and county can form

in terms of regional organization:



Level of Reglonal
Gov'tal Organization

Time

Figure 6. Standardized graph of levels of regional

organization.
where L represents no intergovernmental contacts; Lo 1s
intergovernmental cooperation (formal or informal); L3 is
contracting for services; LI is extraterritoriality; L5 is
functional consolidation; Lg is the urban county; L7 is par-
tial consolidation; Lg is the level of merger; Lg 1s the
level of city-county consolidation; Ljg represents the level
of federation; and the area above Ljg is left for future
city-county regional agreement-types. Of course, other ar-
rangements and numbers of levels are possible. This is
presented as merely one of a large number of possible
schemes. Note that Lj pertains not only to the city-annex-
es-parts of the county relationship, but to city-county
separation as well. A natural restriction to place on the
width of the bands (levels) is that they be strictly in-
creasing, so that if tp, - t1 is greater than 0, then

W2(Li) - Wi(Li) is greater than 0, where W is the width
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function of any level Lj. This corresponds to the inertia
concept - the longer an organization is "set in its ways,"
the harder it is to achieve any degree of change.

Combining the concepts of figures 5 and 6, figure 7
represents the world line curves Rl and Rp for Hampton, Vir-

ginia and Carson City, Nevada respectively:

Gov'tal Organizatlion

Level of Reglonal

“t(years)

Time

Figure 7. World line curves for Hampton, Virginia and

Carson City, Nevada.

It should also be noted that this representation allows for
cities and counties to be created consolidated, as was the
case with New Orleans and Honolulu.

To briefly summarize this section, equation 13 yields
positive results in relating several variables to determine
the probability of success or failure in an attempt of a
city and county to consolidate. Equaticn 18, along with the
use of a potential standardized graph., gives a possible
mathematical/geometric model that, with knowledge of the

values of the n independent variables involved, could
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determine the direction that the curve Ry of a city's world
line is heading. Both models can offer predictive measures

of success or failure in a consolidation attempt.
ITI. A TEST OF THE THEORY

The city of Portiand, Oregon unsuccessfully attempted
to consolidate by referendum with Multnomah County in 1927.
The League of Women Voters lists two other attempts in the
1930s which did not get as far as the ballot box.65

In the late 1950s and through the 1960s, Portland ex-
perienced the same difficulties as most other metropolitan
areas throughout the nation - racial strife, rising costs cf
government, the declining purchasing power of its revenues,

nation to subject

"

and a citizenry whose apbility and incl
themselves to additional taxation diminished rapidly. It

was not unt 1966 that Multnomah County voted to accept

il
66 which would permit its veters to consider con-
solidation as a solution to metropclitan problems.

The Oregeon State Legislature submitted to a 1968 state-
wide referendum a constitutional amendment permitting the

formation of cilty-county consclidated units. The amendment

was passed by a comfortable margin.67 This amendment, plus

65League cf Women Voters, City-County Ccnsolidation,

. 3.

3

t

6“Wultnomah County, Home Rule Charter, Multnomah Coun-
egon (Portland, Multnomah County, 15006).

6;‘tnt9 of Ofﬂgon, Oregon Blue Book -~ 1971-1972 (Salem,

State of Oregon, 1571).

\,
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enabling legislation passed in 1971 which created a commis-
sion toc draw up a consolidated charter, would permit Multno-
mah County (the smallest county in the state) and Portland
(the largest city in the state) to vote on acceptance of a
consolidated city-county charter.

Portland and Multnomah County have shown a willingness
in the past to seek economies through consolidation. In the
1960s, the health departments and the data processing de-
partments of both gcvernments ﬁere consoclidated into city-
county departments.68 A great deal of cooperative purchas-

»

ing tak

(-0-
[33]
0]

s place, and plans are under consideration to con-

ate porti

i
]

ns of the police records division and the

O
]

Cu

soli

(@)Y

public¢ works depariments.>”
Under the assumption that suc¢h a charfter will be

available tc vote on in November of 1974 (the charter com-

o]

mission is given two years to devise a charter), the follow-

ing data is presented for analysis in eguation 13:
e &

81 = Economic function = WF 1= +1;_Bl = 1/8
&, = Population = City - 375,000
City-County ~ 556,000 e,
€, = +1;_§“ = 1/8
§ ; : I3 €3
S3 = Density = City - 5600 3 = +1; = 1/8
City-County - 1220 8

68Lybrand, Ross Brothers, and Montgomery, Program for
Combining EDP Systems (Portland, Lybrand, Ross Brothers, and
Montgomery, 1965).

9"City, County Agencies tc Start Consolidatiocn," The
Oregonian, May 19, 1971.




69

5g = Median age of population = €
55 = Governmental structure e
= Mayor-Council 65 = +l;———8-2 = 1/8
86 = Tax structure = No sales,
No income, Rebated c = +1;__§ = 1/8
property = 19.5 million 8
) S = Presence of an internal crisis = ?

7
8

n
=)

Presence of an external crisis

Since there is no way to know what 87 and 88 will be
until the time of the referendum, all of the possible com-

binations listed in table XIII must be considered.

TABLE XIII
POSSIBLE CRISES OUTCOMES

Internal Crisis

YES NO
€= +] €=0
YES
(_1)e= -1 0 1
External
Crisis
(_1§Q= o P2 . +1

Considering these possibilities in their fractional forms,

then Py for Portland is:
/ 1

-1/8 4/8 = 0.50
.0 ) 5/8 = 0.62
Pg = 5/8 + - = ﬁ
ﬁ 1/8 6/8 = 0.75
2/8 '7/8 = (.88
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Using the interpretations of the previous section, it
can be readily seen that if there exists an external crisis
at the time of the referendum for the consolidated charter,
which would detract from the consoclidation issue, then
Portland-Multnomah County's charnices for consolidation fall
into the "maybe" range of 0.50 to 0.70. If no external
crisis arises, then the chances of successful ccnsolidation
are increased to 0.75 or higher.

Assuming that these eighé variables affect in some
major way the world line R of Portland, and assuming that no
major changes occur between the initiation of the Charter
Commission in 1971 and the referendum on the consolidated
charter in 1974, then a sketch of R would appear as in

figure 8:

"t (years)

Figure 8. World curve for Portland, Oregon.

As can be seen from the curve R, Portland did not involve
iteelf with other governments regionally untlil it was about
60 years o©ld, when it started providing services under con-

tract (water, sewage treatment, etec.). At age 110,
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Portland and Multnomah County consolidated their health de-
partments, and a few years later consclidated their data
rocessing units.

In assessing probabilities, no guarantees can ever be
made. However, if whatever groups arise to support the con-
solidation measure in Portland can suppress any external
crisis that méy arise, and point out (or perhaps even cre-
ate the impression of) iﬁternal criseé, the probability of
success for Portland aﬁd Muitnomah County in their consolida-
tion attempt would be greatly increased.

If, on the other hand, opposing grocups can expose or
create external crises and minimize internal ones, then the
probabiiity of success could be decreased or at least main-
tained in the)range where doubﬁ conqerning the outcome 1is

strong.



CHAPTER VI
CONCLUSIONS

It is sometimes as difficult to come to clear, concise
conclusions about research data as it is to devise clear,
concise, and testable hypotheses. The'boundary between what
is causal and what 1s effect can be very indistinct, and it
can often be impossible to distinguish which is which.

This ambiguilty can sometimes be reduced through rigor-
ous use of the scilentific method and statistical inference.
The preceding portions of this study have demonstrated the
use of the scientific method, and have developed the use of
geﬁerally accepted statistical techniques on the gathered
empirical data. It is now time to examine the hypotheses
and the data together, in order to draw some conclusions.

HYPOTHESIS 1. "There exists significant differences

of certain variables, to be empirically determined, between-
city-county consolidated goVernments and other metropolitan
governments which have sought alternative solutions to
metropolitan problems." Table VI, page 42, lists six varia-
bles which show significanf differences between the control
and consolidated groups. The qualitative description of
each consolidation (pages 20-29) indicates the presence of

internal crises which through their critical nature require
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remedial action (school disaccreditation, scandal among
public officials, reactions to annexation policies - see
pages 20 to 30). An analysis of table XI indicates the pre-
sence of external crises in the cases of the consolidation
failures (and not evident in the majority of successful
cases), which detracted from the consolidation issue and con-
fused (and perhaps reduced voter participation in) the reor-
ganization measure under consideration. CONCLUSION: Hypothe~
sis 1 is apparently confirmed.

The eight variables listed in the analysis of Hypothe~
sis 1 then form the basls for the probabilistic model Pg
(equation 13). Equation 13 offers a good fit to the data
for both successes and failures in consocolidation reflerenda.
As more variables are isolated as being important to the
consolidation process, the values of Pg should provide a
more refined forecast for future attempts at consolidation.

The world line curve Rj offers a model of regional or-
ganization as a function of the variables x;(t), and pro-
vides a visualization of world lines as a projection of n
variables into the two-dimensional plane. It should be pos-
sible for continued research to expand upon and clarify the
concept of a city's approach toc regicnal organization as a
combination of the many variables acting upon and within a

city government.

HYPOTHESIS 2. "The vitality of a municipal corpora-

tion is retained or even strengthened under city-county
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consolidation." The definition and criteria for measurement
of vitality are listed on page 8.

(A) Certainly, city-county consolidated governments
must perform all of the functions which the city and county
did before it: dindeed, it performs more functions than did
either the city or county separately. It performs as a
municipal corporation in most functions, and as a county for
areas within itself which voted not to join the consolida-
tion (for example, Jacksonville and Indianapolis).

(B) Viewed from the county level, the area, density,
distribution and characteristics of the community's pcopula-
tion remain basically unaltered, and as a municipal corpora-
tion the consolidated government lessens the contrast be-
tween actual and optimum populations for the eflficlesnt and
economical administration of the functions of (A) through
elimination of costly duplication cf services.

(C) The area which the municipal corporation embraces
has in most cases been greatly enlarged, and all consolida-
ted cities have retained the legal status of a city (see
table IX and appendix III), including annexation powers and
the gbility to initiate future consolidations. Thereflore,
consolidated units are not forever frozen to the boundaries
established upon consolidation (with the exception of such
island cities as Honolulu and Nantucket), and could at some
future date choose to continue expansion of city limits.

(D) One of the major arguments for consolidation is
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increased visibility of the segments c¢f government respcnsi-
ble fcr variocus services. The U. S. Departmenf of Agricul-
ture study of Nashville suburbanite voters (see footnote 27,
page 13) indicated a perception on the part of the voters of
increased or at least stabilized satisfaction in the manner
in which the metrcopolitan government was being run. The re-
sults listed in table IX also lend support tc the view that
consolidated governments can better meet the demands of ur-
banization and needs for more énd expanded services.

(E) Many state programs (and federal programs) base
decisions about amounts of money to be shared with urban
areas on population - the greatest good of the greatest num-
ber. Thrcugh consolidation, the population under the juris-
dicticn of the urban government usually shows a dramatic
enough increase to warrant increased state and federal aid.
With an increase in area and taxable property bases, consoli-
dated governments enjoy a greater fiscal capacity in terms
of the property and economic activities they may tax than
that ¢f unconsolidated municipalities. Not one of the con-
soiidated cities nas had to impese a city income tax since
those of Philadelphia and New York in the 1950s. Again, ta-
ble IX shows that significantly fewer consolidated cities
reportedly have had to raise taxes c¢r impose service charges
since consolidation than have those citles c¢f the control
group. CONCLUSION: Hypothesis 2 is apparently confirmed.

IYPOTHESIS 3. "In the views of the involved public
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officials, certain social control, fiscal, and planning func-
tions are more easily performed under city-county consolida-
ted governments than under metropolitan governments which
have sought alternative solutions to metropolitan problems.
Consequently, public officials of consolidated governments
possess a more positive perception of their ability to deal
with metropolitan problems than do public officials of metro-
politan governments which have sought alternative solutions
to metropolitan problems."

With respect to the functions listed in the first part
of the hypothesis, the social control and fiscal functions
(as they relate to the individual citizen) appear to be sig-
nificantly more easily performed under the consolidated gov-
ernments, in the views of the involved officials. On the
other hand, no significant difference appears with respect to
the planning function. Table IX and appendices IV and V
enumerate the perceptual differences between public officials
of consolidated governments and public officials of other
metropolitan governments.

As for the second part of the hypothesis, this is in-
dicated toth by the responses to the function-performance
questions and by the willingness of the public officials to
make recommendations about their form of government to other
metrcpolitan governments. Of those officilals of consolida-
ted governments willing to make such a reéommendation (12 of

17), all would recommend city-county consolidation with
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varying degrees of enthusiasm and qualifications.

On the other hand, of those public officials in the
control group cities, 6 of the 11 responding tc the question
were willing to recommend their form of metropclitan reorgan-
ization and 5 were willing to recommend against adoption of
their form of metropolitan reorganization. If what these
public officials are willing to put in writing is any re-
flection of the reality of the sgituation, then consolidated
government officials as a whole do possess a more positive
perception of their abilities to handle metrcpolitan problems
than do public officials in the control group cities. CON-
CLUSICON: Hypothesis 3 appears to be confirmed, with the ex-
ception that no significant difference appears between the
two grcups with respect to the planning function.

There is a question wihich naturalily arises at this
point: What do these conclusions mean? First of all, scome
cities are riper for city-county consolidation than others,
depending on the city's governmental structure, the city's
ecconomic function, and several other factors.

Second, the consolidated city-county is able to meet
administrative and fiscal demands (as reflected by the city's
revenue collections from its citizens) impocsed upon it by
its citizenry. In addition, it does so without the costly
duplication and overlapping of departments most often found
between clties and their adjacent counties.

Third, in the opinion of public officials, control of
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economic-social problems facing cities is more easily imple-
mented under the expanded resources of the consclidated
goverrnments than under governments which have been reorgan-

L

ized in different manners. Additionally, there appears to
be some greater degree of internal satisfaction with their
governmental form on the part of those officials of consoli-
dated units as opposed to officials of other metropolitan
governments.

Finally, through the use-of concepts from probability
and mathematics, and based on the data collected and analyzed
in this study, a predictive theory can be devised to account
for past consolidation successes and failures as well as of-
fering projected estimates for success in future consclida-
tion attempts. As an application of this theory, the analy-
sis of the up-coming consolidation attempt in Portlend and
Multnomah County, Oregon rates the chances for success as
fair to good, depending on the actions of key pro and con
groups over the next two years.

Before concluding, it is perhaps useful to look at a
representative image of the city-county consolidated unit -
a median of the seventeen cities that have approached their
metropelitan problems with the tool of a consolidated govern-
ment. The city is for the most part in a single county. It
has been 20 to 160 years since it incorporated as a city.

It has a young population (median age between 25 and 30),

whose education level is 10.5 years and whose employment
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level is between 35 and 40% of the overall population. The
city as a whole stcod to gain 40 to 50% in total population
at the time of consolidation.

Politically, the former city had (and has retained)
the mayor-council structure of government, and consolidation
took place through a referendum. There will be no indepen-
dent cities within the city-county's boundaries, but there
will be one or perhaps two independent departments remaining
as leftovers from the old governments - usually some parf of
the criminal justice system. There will have been some in-
ternal crisis at the time of consolidation which the positive
vote resolved (or appeared to resolve), and there were no ex-
ternal crises which arose to detract from the consolidation
issue (or if there were, they were successfully resolved or
suppressed).

Fiscally, the city will have no city income tax, and
the property tax will be about $200 lower on a $25,000 home
than the national average.70 As in most American cities,
general local governmental expenses will exceed general loca.
governmental revenues. As its major econcmic function, the
city will be either a finance center or a public administra-
tion center.

Of those groups supporting the consolidation issue,

the most prominent will be the League of Women Voters, lcocal

70"Rising Taxes on Homes, and the Search for the Way
Out," U. S. News and World Report, July 12, 1971, pp. 71-T3.
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chambers of commerce, local "cosmopolitan" newspapers, and
some city and county officials. Oﬁponents will include
smaller cities in the county to be consolidated, local "home-
town" newspapers, rich suburbanites, farm bureaus and gran-
ges, and racial groups fearing a‘dilution of voting power.

What is needed now is more research into the quantifi-
cation of heretofore qualitative variables. It is not pro-
posed that such things as human emotioné, ideals, or aspira-
tions can ever be scaleé from one to ten and be totally de-~
personalized for computer processing. However, if urban
governments are to survive, then the spientists who study
these governments need to acquire all available data which
could pertain to planning for needed- changes, planning to
rectify social ills, and planning to chart the courses of
world lines through the future., If it can be agreed upon at
the national, state and local levels that the survival of
the cities is desirable, then it 1s time for such research

to begin.
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APPENDIX I

GLOSSARY OF TERMS

DEFINITION

The withdrawl of a municipal corporation from
the county surrounding it. The municipality
in effect becomes its own county. The

former county looses all jurisdiction within
the city limits - the regional boundaries are
the city limits.

EXAMPLE: St. Louis, Missouri (1876); the

"independent cities™ of Virginia, circa 1870.

The complete dissolution of two or more gov-
ernmental units to form a new, distinct gov-
ernmental unit with jurisdiction over the
former territory, and with responsibility for
performing the former functions, of the dis-
solved units.

The consclidation of two or more cities to
form a single municipal corporation.
EXAMPLE: Oceanleke-Taft-Delake intoe Lincoln
City, Oregon (196L).

The consolidation of z county with scome or

2ll of the municipalities within it.
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EXAMPLE: Nashville-Davidson County, Tennes-

see (1962).

The consolidation of departments cr service
units between governmentsl bodies without the
surrender of separate identities on the part
of either governing hody.

EXAMPLE: Seattle-King County, Washington's
City-County Health Department.

The consolidation of part of one governmental
unit with another whole or partial unit, or
city-city or city-county consolidation which
retains several major functions or some ter-
ritory under portions of one of the former
municipalities or the county.

EXAMPLES: Boston-Suffelkx County, Massachu-
setts (1821); San Francisco-San Francisco
County, California (1856).

"A multijurisdictional organization which
involves more than one local government and
encompasses a portion of a state or portions
of contiguous states. It's prime purpose is
incressing cooperation among local govern-
ments in meeting mutual challenges and
problems in the area." - Massachusetts Legis-

lative Research Council, Report Relative to

Regional Government (Boston, Wright and
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Potter Printing Co., 1970), pp. 4h-U45.
EXAMPLE: Portland, Oregon's four-county
Columbia Region of Governments (CRAG).

Those powers which a municipal ccrporation
may exercise outside its corporate boundaries,
as provided by regulation or by sctual
extension of a service function.

EXAMPLE: Elkhorn and Walworth County, Wiscon-
sin - city has control over zoning for five
miles outside its boundary within the county.
A two-tiered approach accomplished by
establishing one level of government for the
entire region and retaining the local munici-
paiities to cope with local functions and to
maintain visibility and azcessibility. Very
similar to the urban county approach.
EXAMPLE: Metro Toronto, Canada.

A formal or informal cooperative agreement
hetween two or more governmental units to aid
one another, contract with one another, or
transfer functions amcng one another teo
prcvide service on a regional basis.

The transfer of responsibility for perform-
ance of some service from one municipzal
corporation to some other unit of government.

EXAMPLE: Maintenance of urban freeways/tocll



B. Y"Lakewood
Plan"

Merger

Service
Districts
A, Special

B. Metropol-
itan
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roads in New York City by the Port Authority
of New York.

Performance of all major functions by a
county for a municipality by contract.
EXAMPLE: Lakewood and Los Angeles County,
California.

The absorption of one governmental unit by
another, whereby the identity of the former
is destroyed, énd that of the latter is
potentially strengthened politically and
economically through the broadening of its
economic and political bases.

EXAMPLE: The merger of Lauralhurst and

Portland, Oregon.

A limited-purpose, independent unit of
government organized, usually by state law
and without popular consent, to perform one
(or a very few) function(s) throughout a
portion of a metropclitaen region.

EXAMPLE: Metropolitan Sewer District (par-
tial) of Boston, Massachusetts.

A special authority established to perform a
number of services throughout a metropolitan
regicn.

EXAMPLE: Metropoliten Service District of



Portland, Oregon.

Urban County The strengthening of the county as a regional

government, so that it provides urban-type
services throughout the county in the same
manner that a municipality might. Political
subdivisions of the county retain their
identities, but many services may be surren-
dered to the county by them. The county may
set some county-wide standards zs it sees
fit, such as building; plumbing, and
electrical codes.

EXAMPLE: Metropolitan Dade County (Miami),
Florida. '



APPENDIX II
TEST INSTRUMENTS

Reproduced on the following pages are the question-
naires used in the survey portion of this study. The state
guestionnaire is on pége 1133 the questionnaire to the
consolidated cities is on page 1llk; the questionnaire to
the control group is on page 115; and the questionnaire to
the group of consolidation failures is on page 116.

Each questionnaire was directed to either the mayor's
office or an office or individual identified in the litera-
ture (or in a previous portion of the survey process) as

a focal point in reorganization efforts.



STATE INDIVIDUAL RESPONDING
DATE TITLE CF INDIVIDUAL

-
e
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Does your state have any city-county consolidated/merged
units?
YES

IF YES: A. Are they functional (service/departmental)_____
or formal (governmental) ?

B. What is the major city involved?
What is the county involved?

Is state legislation required in your state for city-

county consolidation? NO
YES

IF YES: What is the major statute?

Do any cities in your state have firm plans or commit-

ments for city-county consolidation? NO
YES
IF YES: Major City? (1) (2)
County? (1) (2)
Does your state officially favor such consolidations?
NO___
YES

Any additional comments on local government consolidatiow
reorganization?



CITY INDIVIDUAL RESFONDING
DATE TITLE OF INDIVIDUAL

YEAR OF CONSOLIDATICN 1970 POPULATION

1970 LAND AREA 1970 ASSESSED VALUE

Is your consolidation FUNCTIONAL (service/departmental) -
or FORMAL (governmental)__ 2

1. What were your reasons for consclidating?

2. Are you legally considered (&) a city or (B) an
urban county ?

3. Have problems of a social nature (welfare, race, etc.)
arisen since or as a result of your consolidation? NO
YES

IF YES: Please describe:

4. Have you had to (&) raise taxes (NO YES ) or (B)
institute service charges (WO YES ) since
consolidating?

IF YES: Please descrite how much or cn which services:

5. Do you feel that you have been able to plan more effec-
tively since consolidating? NO___
YES____
How so or why not?

6. What advice would you give to other city/county govern-
ments concerning consolidation?
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CITY INDIVIDUAL RESPONDING
DATE TITLE OF INDIVIDUAL
1970: POPULATICN AREA ASSESSED VALUE __

1. Has your city's govermnmental structure or scope ever been
greatly altered ("reformed") since it was incorpora%gd?

YES
IF YES: A. What form did the alteraticn take (mayor-to
manager; consolidation; reorganization of
departments, etc.)}?

B. When did it take place?

C. Have socizl problems (welfare, race, etc.)
arisen since or as a result of that last
alteration? NO___

YES

IF YES: Please describe:

D. Have you had to (A) raise taxes (NC YES )
or (B) institute service charges (NO__YES __)
since that last aglteration?

IF YES: Please describe how much or on which
services:

E. Do you feel that you have been able to plan
more effectively since that last alteration?
KO
YES
How so or why not?

F. What advice would you give to other cities
about this form of reorganization?

2. Are ¥“good government" or other groups contemplating or
lobbying for changes in your city's government structure?
NO
YES

IF YES: What kind of changes?
When would these changes become effective?

3. Any comments on government reorganization in cities in
the United States?
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CITY INDIVIDUAL RESPONDING
DATE TITLE OF INDIVIDUAL

DATE CONSOLIDATICN DEFEATED .
MARGIN OF DEFEAT: CITY (FOR) TO (AGAINST)
COUNTY (FOR) TO (AGAINST)

1. What is your estimate of the cause(s) of failure to
consolidate?

2. What kinds of groupq arose in opposition to the consol-
ldation?

3. What kind of education program was performed to aquaint
the voters with the consolidation issue?

4. What was most objected to?
Big Government Consolidation concept
Higher taxes
Loss of local governmental jobs
Reduction of local participation
Other: ‘

5. Have other types of reorganization tsken place in your
city since the consolidation defeat?

6. Are there or have there been any attempts to resubmit the
consolidation proposal to the voters?



APPENDIX III

RESULTS OF STATE SURVEY
QUESTIONS 1 -3

1. Consolidated units in your state?

YES (Functional and Formal):

Alaska Indiana Pennsylvania
Colorado Louisiana Tennessee
Florida Massachusetts Virginia
Georgia Nevada

Hawaiil New York

YES (Functional Only):

Arkansss lebraska Utak
Idaho South Dakota

2. Legislation required in your state for consolidation?

YES (Constitution plus Amendments):

Arkansas  Hawaiil Pennsylvania
Colorado New York Virginila
Gecrgia Oregon Washington

YES (House, Senate, Joint Bills):

Al zska Michigan Tennessee
Florida Nehraska Texas
Kentucky Nevada Vermont

Louisiana South Dakcta

YES (None Available or No Response):

Alabama Kansas New Hampshire
Arizona Massachusetts New Jersey

Delaware Minnesota North Carolina
Idaho Missourl Scuth Carolina

Indiana Montana Wyoming
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3. Actions currently under way to create consoclidated units?

YES: Alaska North Carolina South.ﬁakota
~Georgia OSouth Carolina  Virginia



APPENDIX IV

RESULTS COF CONSOLIDATED GROUP SURVEY

Major reasons for consolidating? See text.
Consolidated unit legally a city? YES for all 17.

Sccial problems arisen?

YES: 0 NO: 16 NO RESPONSE: New Crleans

Had to raise taxes?

YES: Nantucket New Orleans NO: Carson City
Nashville New York Columbus
Chesapeake Virginia Beach Juneau
Hampton Newport News Indianapolis
Denver Philadelphia Baton Rouge
Honolulu Jacksonville

Had to institute servlice charges?

YES: Denver NO: Carson City Nashville
New York Nantucket Newport News
New Orleans Columbus Chesapeake
Jacksonville Juneau Baton Rouge
Indianapolis Hampton
Virginia Beach Honclulu

NGO RESPONSE: Philadelphia

Been able to plan more effectively?

YES: Denver Carson City NO: Baton Rouge
Hampton Virginia Beach
Juneau Newport News
Coiumbus Indianapolis
Honolulu Jacksonville

Nashville Philadelphia

NO RESPONSE: Nantucket New Orleans
Chesapeake New York
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6. Advice to other governments on consolidation?

"(Consolidated government) is more economical because it
eliminates duplication of government and services.! -
Honolulu.

"In some cases, city-county consclidation may be the

answer to many problems." - Philadelphia.
"This system has worked very well for Denver." - Denver.

"Efforts to consolidate must take cognizance of politiecal
as well as internal governmental factors snd problems." -
Indianapolis.

"A great deal to offer, but not necessarily to all." -
Carson City.

"For those contemplating it: be bold and do it." - Juneau

"Proceed!" - Baton Rouge.



APPENDIX V
RESULTS OF CONTROL GROUP SURVEY

1. Governmental structure ever been greatly altered?

YES: 13 NO: Lexington Hot Springs
Atlanta Tampa

(Question 2): Contemplating changes?

YES: Tempa - consolidation
with Hillsborough Co.

NO: Lexington
Atlanta
Hot Springs
IF YES: A. What form has the alteration tzken? (N =13)
Mayor to manager: Des Moines Dgllas

Huntington Cleveland (back
Greenville to mayor)

Weak manager/strong mayor to strong manager/
weak nayor: Phoenix

Weak mayor to strong mayor: FEast Hartford

Commission to mayor-council: Birmingham
Memphis

Mayor-alderman to commission: Lafayette
Ward system to council-at-large: Detroit

Charter revision, strengthened manager:
San Jose

Consolidation with ancther city: Union City
B. Social problems arisen?
YES: Phoenix Dallas

Memphis Cleveland
Detroit Huntington



(1.)

(B.)

C.

NO: East Hartford San Jose
Birmingham Lafayette
Greenville Union City
Des Moines

Had to raise taxes?

YES: Huntington  Lafayette Dallas
Birmingham  Phoenix Cleveland
Greenviile Memphis San Jose
Union City Detroit East Hartford

NO: O NO RESPONSE: Des Moines
Had to institute service charges?

YES: Greenville Lafayette NO: Dallas
Huntington  Memphis Phecenix
Union City Cleveland Birmingham

' Des Moines San Jcse

NO RESPONSE: Detroit
East Hartforad

Been able to plan more effectively?

YES: Birmingham  Dallas
Greenville Memphis
Huntington Phoenix
Des Moines Kast Hartford

Lafayette
NO: Union City NGO RESPONSE: Cleveland
San Jose Detroit

Advice to other governments on this form of
reorganization?

WOULD RECOMMEND: Greenville Des Moines
Huntington  East Hartford
Birmingham

RECOMMEND AGAINST: San Jose Union City
Lafayette Phoenix
Cleveliand

NO RESPONSE: Dsallas
Detroit
Memphis
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Contemplating charges?

YES: Cleveland - urban county
Des Moines - to commission structure
Union City ~ service/departmental consolidation
Birmingham - city~county consolidation
Memphis - city-county consolidation
Lafayette - comnission to strong mayor
Greenville - regional government
Detroit - charter revision
San Jose - charter revision
Dallas - yes, but no response as to type

NQO: East Hartford
Phoenix
Huntington

Any recommendations/comments?

"Change for change's sake alone is not good practice." -
Dallas

"Need reversal in trend of tax dollars going to the
federal government." - Huntington

"Local governments must gravitate towards metropolitan
and area-wide approaches to solving mutuzl prcblems." -
Fast Hartford

"Consolidation would help lower the costs of providing
services." - Union City

"Some cities have appsrently failed to prevent physical
and soclal decay under the present system of regulations
and controls - they may have to surrender home rule for
rore control from the federal government." - Cleveland



APPENDIX VI
BACKGROUND MATHEMATICS

" This appendix lists, in simple mathematical terms,
several definitions which are necessary for a fuller under-
standing of the terminology used in the section on mathe-
matical models. More rigorous definitions can be found
(if references are not given) in most standard freshman and
sophomore mathematics texts.

Definition 1: Variable - a symbol which can take on

varying values, numerical or otherwise.

Definition 2: Dependent variable - a variable that
depends on the value of another variable for its value.

Definition 3: Independent variable - z variable which

does not depend on another variable for its value.
Definition 4%: Function - a relationship between a
dependent variable and one or more independent variables
such that, as the independent variable(s) take(s) on differ-
ent values (x;# X3 if 1 £ j), then there is one and only one
value of the dependent variable determinred. The notation is
y = £f(x)
read as "y equals a function of x". Here y 1s the dependent
'variable and x is the independent variable. Some examples

of functions are:



(a) y= £f(x} = 3x -7
(b) z = f(x,y) = X2 - 2xy + 3
(¢) R = £{x1, Xn, . .y Xp)

3] +# Xp - X3 + . . . —9X%

In example (a), there is one independent wariable, x. In
example (b), both x and y are independent varisbles. In
example (c), there are n independent variables which
determine the value of the dependent variable, R.

Definition 5: Curve - if it is agreed that a "flat"
surface is a plane, then a curve is the intersection (pas-
sing through of) any surface with a plazne. Examples: a
line is the intersection of two planes; a parabola is the
intersection of a plane and a portion of a conej a circle
is the intersection of a plane with another portion of a3
cone (a cross-section).

Definition 6: Dimension - an extension into one
direction of space. As represented in a function, the total
number of dependent and independent variables. In defini-
tion 4, example (a) is two-dimensional; example (b) is
three-dimensional; and example (c¢) is n +1-dimensional.

Definition 7: Graph - a point-by-point description of
a curve in space. In two-dimensional space, consider two
lines intersecting in a point, at fight angles to one
another (for ease of computation). Isolate an arbitrary
point from the intersecticn, and that point will be associ-

ated with the number 1 (and the point of intersection with
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the number 0). The segment of line from O to 1 is then the
unit segment, and all other numbers of the real number
system can be associated with points along both lines. By
calling cne line the x-axis, and the other the y-axis, then
any point in this space can be described by an ordered pair
(x,y). Each point of a curve in this two-dimensional space
is then described point-by-point in terms of x and y, and
a function devised to describe the relationship between the
two. Thus these two lines marked off with the real numbers,
and the collection of all the points (x,y) associated with
the points on the curve, are together called the graph of the
curve. This process can be generalized to n dimensions,
where each point is described by an n-tuple (X3, Xo, .+ « Zy).

Definition 8: Vector - s directed portion of a2 line,

im

Eﬁ, where the "magnitude" of AB is the length of the segment
and the direction of AB is the direction from the base A to
the head B, with respect to some set of x and y axes.' The
notation for vectors from directed line segments 1is

BB=%
If the length of ¥V is to be determined (as well as its
direction), then a coordinaste system (x and y axes) must
exist in which the line of which 5% is a segment of is a
curve - its graph must exist., If thé vector ¥V is thought of
as having its base A at the intersection of the x and y axes,

then the head B can be described by the n-tuple of numbers

fixing the point B in space.
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Definition 9: Proiection - (see H.P. Manning's Geometry

of Four Dimensions {(Wew York, Dover Publications, 1914)) the
construction of a perpendiculzr (line at a right angle) from
an n-dimensional point p to a piane of n - 1 or fewer
dimenslons. The projection of & curvé involves the
projection of each point of the curve into such a plane., If
z = f(x,y) then the projection of the curve z into the x-y
plane is y = F(x), where the function f is projected into
the function F coordinate-by-coordinate.

Definition 10: World Line - the set of all points which

offer a description of a body or object in the universe of

n dimensions through time. Herman Minkowski, a nlneteenth
century geometer, determined the four-dimensional world line
of physical objects to be a continuous curve in four-dimen-
sional space (length, width, breadth, and time) consisting of
the cocrdinates that those objects had ever occupied (see

Albert Einstein's Relativitv: The Special and General'

Theories (New York, Crown Publishers, 1961), pp. 121ff. and

Maurice Duquesne’s Matter and Antimatter (New York, Collier

Bocks, 1962), pp. 27ff.).
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